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ABSTRACT 
This study focused upon comparing aspects of fairness in terms of various human 
resource management issues, in particular, salaries, promotions, scheduling, and performance 
appraisals. Greenberg's taxonomy of the classes of organizational justice was used as the basis 
for the aspects of fairness. A measure was developed for this study by compiling items 
corresponding to the aspects of justice delineated by Greenberg and by reviewing past 
measures to incorporate other aspects of justice specified by other researchers. The study 
analyzed the generalizability of the concept of fairness across the four human resource issues. 
Employees' degree of perceived fairness varied between the human resource issues, but the 
relations between the components of fairness were comparable for each of the human 
resource issues. The choice of justice goal (equality, equity, or need) for basing human 
resource decisions was related to the human resource issue being addressed. 
This study also compared employees' perceptions of fairness depending upon various 
demographic issues. The sample used for this study was fairly homogeneous. However, 
there were still some statistically significant, but small, difiFerences found between males and 
females, among employees at different job levels, and between employees who had and had 
not worked for other companies in in their perceptions of fairness. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Decentralization of decision-making is being encouraged in contemporary business 
organizations. Tom Peters (1991), a popular author with management, remarked, "Consider 
decentralization. The idea of pursuing decentralization is considered hardly worth the bother 
of further explanation. We're for it" (p. 14). Peters' cited numerous reasons for decentralizing 
decision-making including more information processed, less distorted information, more 
parallel processing, more front-line-to-front-line contact, shorter feedback loops, and higher 
"t ' 
accountability. However, he mentioned there is "more unfairness" with decentralization, 
because of the inconsistencies in decision-making. 
Numerous studies have shown the importance of fairness in relation to organizational 
behaviors and attitudes (Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Fryxell & Gordon, 1989; Moorman, 
1991; Greenberg, 1993b; and Greenberg, 1994). Thus, organizations are encountering a 
paradox in trying to administer human resource policies. How can an employer decentraUze 
decision-making, in particular human resource policy decisions, while maintaining perceptions 
of fairness (Tyler & Bies, 1990)? 
This question raises complicated theoretical and practical issues. Decentralization is 
an ambiguous term that can be defined numerous ways. There are multiple human resource 
policies and decisions. Furthermore, fairness is a concept endorsed in the abstract, but it is a 
difficult concept to operationalize because of its multidimensional definitions and 
manifestations. 
The concept of "fairness" as it related to organizational decentralization was the initial 
focus of this research study. However, because of the stated difficulties in operationalizing 
these variables, this study was an initial attempt to measure fairness and identify differences in 
employees' perceptions of fauness in an organization that is in the process of decentralizing 
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decision-making. Other boundary conditions among employees in their perceptions of fairness 
were also addressed. 
This study examined how employees assess the fairness of four different human 
resource issues; salaries, promotions, scheduling, and performance appraisal. Past research 
has usually centered on employees' perceptions of fairness in general across human resource 
issues or has focused upon only one human resource issue (Greenberg, 1990). Thus, 
addressing four issues enhanced the validity generalization of organizational justice. The four 
human resource issues being studied were chosen for a variety of reasons. First, these policies 
covered separate, but not totally independent, issues. Secondly, management of the 
organization studied stated that the policies were not being administered consistently across 
the business units. Finally, the policies included in this study were of interest to the 
management within the organization because the policies had recently been changed or were 
being considered for change. 
Fairness was measured by combining measures and theories used in past research. The 
framework for the study most closely aligned with Greenberg's (1993a) taxonomy of 
organizational justice. The taxonomy prescribes two types of justice, distributive and 
procedural, and fiirther divides each of these two types of justice into two dimensions, social 
and structural. This results in four classes of justice: configural, informational, systemic, and 
mteractional. The taxonomy and the dimensions are discussed within the literature review. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 
Fairness 
Fairness is a concept social scientists and philosophers have been discussing and 
studying for centuries, perhaps millennia. As Cook and Hegtvedt (1983) stated, "If properly 
indexed, the amount of material vvritten on this subject would more than likely fill several 
rooms" (p. 217). This review did not encompass all of the literature. To help make the 
volumes of material manageable, I discussed the fairness literature relevant to this study in the 
fi-amework of Greenberg's (1993a) taxonomy of the four classes of justice; configural justice, 
systemic justice, informational justice, and interpersonal justice. It should be noted that in the 
literature regarding fairness, the terms of "fairness" and " organizational justice" have been 
used interchangeably. Thus, in order to review the past literature and compare it with this 
present study the terms "organizational justice" and "fairness" were again used 
interchangeably in this review to refer to the same construct. Greenberg's taxonomy was used 
because it integrated the past and most recent research into a comprehensive taxonomy. 
Greenberg's taxonomy divides justice into two categories, procedural and distributive 
(1993a). Distributive justice refers to the fairness of the ends achieved. Procedural justice 
refers to the fairness of the processes used to achieve those ends. Greenberg's taxonomy also 
gives two focal determinants, structural and social, for each of these categories. The focal 
determinants refer to the foci of the justice judgments. Structural determinants refer to the 
structure within which judgments of fairness are made such as the goals of the distribution or 
the rules of the procedures. Social determinants refer to the social aspects of justice. Table 1 
describes the classes of justice and their relations to the categories and focal determinants. 
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Table 1. Greenberg's taxonomy of classes of organizational justice 
Category of Justice 
Focal Determinant Distributive Procedural 
Structural Configural Systemic 
Interpersonal Informational Social 
Distributive justice fconfigural) 
Configural justice refers to the variety of distributive justice accomplished via 
structural means (Greenberg, 1993a), in other words, what pattern of resource allocation is 
perceived as fair under what circumstances. Distributions of rewards may be structured either 
by forces to conform to existing social norms (e.g., equity, equality, or need) or by the desire 
to attain some instrumental goal (e.g., efficiency or teamwork). 
Researchers have developed multiple standards for what the possible distribution 
structures are. For example, Beauchamp (1988) gave the following standards of the major 
goals of justice distribution: 
1. To each person an equal share. 
2. To each person according to individual need, 
3. To each person according to that person's right. 
4. To each person according to individual eflFort. 
5. To each person according to his or her contributions to society. 
6. To each person according to merit. 
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Alternatively, Landon (1994; see Edwards, 1987) stated the following as the major goals or 
needs: 
1. The basic need, which is allocation based on material needs. 
2. The developmental need, where allocation is based on developmental potential or 
need. 
3. The dessert need, where allocations are based on prior behaviors, contributions, 
sacrifices or outcomes. 
4. The merit need, where allocations are based on potential, or expected value of 
fiiture behaviors, contributions, or outcomes. 
5. The restitution need, where allocations are made to compensate for injury or 
damage. 
6. The rights need, where allocations are according to agreements, entitlements, 
exchanges. 
7. Utilitarianism, where allocation is used to promote the greatest social good or 
preserve harmony. 
8. Status, where allocation is based on membership, position, or special relations. 
9. Particularistics, where allocations are based on personal characteristics such as 
race, gender, religion, culture, traits, or appearance. 
In comparison, Eckhofif (1974) proposed the following distribution goals; 
1. Objectively equal amounts to each. 
2. Subjective equality to transfers: equality of outcome taking into account need 
and/or desert. 
3. Relative equality: equality relative to contributions. 
4. Rank order equality: allocations based upon status. 
5. Equal opportunity: give each person an equal opportunity to a reward. 
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Other goals include the following by Leventhal (1980); 
1. The rule of justified self-interest, which dictates that in appropriate circumstances 
it is fair for an individual to take as much for him/herself as possible. 
2. The promise rule, which dictates fairness is violated unless people receive the 
outcomes they have been promised. 
3. The legality rule, which dictates the distribution of outcomes should not violate 
laws or regulations. 
4. The ownership rule, which dictates it is fair for individuals to continue to possess 
rewards and resources already belonging to them, and it is unfair to take these 
resources fi-om them. 
5. The status rule, which dictates it is fair when persons of high social rank receive 
higher outcomes than those of low social rank. 
While I have enumerated numerous goals various researchers have mentioned, 
most researchers (Leventhal, 1976; Deutsch, 1985; Beauchamp, 1988; Keeley, 1988; 
Sheppard, Lewicki, & Minton, 1992; and Tyler & Lind, 1992) have identified equity, 
equality, and need as the three basic goals pursued in the application of organizational 
justice. 
The first goal, equity, has its intellectual foundations in classical writers such as 
John Locke and Adam Smith (Beauchamp, 1988). Thus, this goal is the primary 
concern of classical economic theory in the United States (Sheppard et al., 1992). It is 
also what Adams (1965) considered when he formulated his Equity Theory. Leventhal 
(1976) identified it as the contribution rule and defined it as: 
operating when a person evaluates fairness on the basis of whether receivers' 
outcomes match their contributions. The contribution rule dictates that 
receivers with greater contributions should receive higher outcomes. A 
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positive contribution is any action or cliaracteristic of a receiver that a person 
believes will foster the attainment of desirable goals, satisfy important needs, or 
otherwise prove useful. A negative contribution is any action or characteristic 
that has opposite effects. Thus when following the contribution rule, a person 
may evaluate receivers on the basis of their efforts, friendliness, education, 
good looks, or any other characteristic considered relevant and important (p. 
213). 
The second goal, equality, is obtained when receivers obtain equal outcomes 
regardless of differences in contributions and needs (Leventhal, 1976). Sheppard et al. (1992) 
stated this goal involves a concern for the attainment and maintenance of a sense of 
community, as equal outcomes foster harmony and solidarity. This goal is increasingly 
important to organizations emphasizing task forces, work groups, cross-functional teams, or 
strategic alliances as basic operating units. John Rawls' A Theory of Justice (1971) 
emphasized all economic goods and services should be distributed equally except in those 
cases in which an unequal distribution would actually work to everyone's advantage, or at 
least would benefit the worst off in society. Finally, the third goal, need, emphasizes that the 
receivers' outcomes should be suflBcient to satisfy their legitimate desires and prevent sufifering 
(Leventhal, 1976). 
Tomblom and Foa (1983) summarized research on these three goals completed in the 
United States, Sweden, and Germany. The studies varied considerably in procedures and 
qualities, but the results are still compelling. The research used Foa and Foa's (1974) 
classification of resources: love, status, information, money, goods, and sendees. In the 
different countries, equality was the most preferred rule for the allocation of love; 
contributions (equity) was the most preferred for the allocation of status; equality and need 
were equally preferred for information; equality and contributions were equally preferred for 
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money; and equality was most preferred for goods and services. The Swedish subjects 
preferred equality the most and contributions the least for the allocation of all resource types; 
the American subjects preferred contributions for the allocation of money, contributions or 
need for the allocation of status, and need for information; otherwise equality was preferred. 
The German subjects preferred contributions for the allocation of status, equality for the 
allocation of money, and need for the allocation of love, information, goods, and services. All 
three nationalities rated contributions as least desirable for love, information, goods, and 
services. As Tomblom and Foa asserted, "the contribution rule is not as universally preferred 
as assumed by equity theorists" (p. 166). 
Deutsch (1985) concluded in his research review of distributive justice literature: 
1. Cooperative, as compared to competitive, systems of distributing rewards — when 
they differ ~ have more favorable effects on individual and group productivity, 
individual learning, social relations, self-esteem, task attitudes, and a sense of 
responsibility to other group members. 
2. In a situation of conflict, the ability of the conflicting parties to work out a just 
agreement that is stable and mutually satisfying is enhanced by the conditions that 
typically foster cooperation and are reduced by conditions that typically foster 
competition. 
3. There is no reliable or consistent evidence to indicate that people work more 
productively as individuals or as group members when they are expecting to be 
rewarded in proportion to theu* performance than when they are expecting to be 
rewarded equally or on the basis of need. 
4. The preference for sociocentric principles of distributive justice (such as 
egalitarianism and generosity) is associated with positive, social-emotional, 
solidarity-oriented social relations, whereas the preference for individual-centered 
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principles (such as proportionality or equity) is associated with impersonal, task-
directed, economic-oriented social relations. 
5. The sensitivity to injustice can be increased by providing social support for its 
acknowledgment and viable options for its remedy (pp. 196-204). 
James (1993) also reviewed the differences between cultural, intergroup, and 
structural effects on justice behaviors and perceptions. Certain types of values or norms seem 
to lead to particular justice orientations. Individualistic cultures promote equity approaches to 
allocation, whereas collectivistic cultures and value systems promote equality or need 
allocations (Triandis, 1989). Because of excessive individualism in U.S. organizations 
(Mitchell & Scott, 1990), members of U.S. companies are considered greedy and prone to 
personal expediency at the expense of others. But even in individualistic cultures, 
organizationally or situationally induced orientations toward social harmony and social 
cohesiveness promote equality-based (or, sometimes needs-based) allocations; whereas 
orientations toward productivity and economic exchange promote equity-based allocations. 
Masculinity/femininity dimensions of culture may also be important to some aspects of 
organizational justice and may interact with individualism/collectivism in exerting its influence 
(James, 1993). American males are more likely than American females to adhere to the equity 
principle (Kahn, O'Leary, Krulewitz, & Lamm, 1980). American females seem to be more 
inclined toward equality or even self-sacrificing patterns of reward distribution, because 
females place a greater value on social relationships than males. 
Lansberg (1984) identified differences between upper and lower level employees on 
preferences regarding the distribution of rewards. Upper level employees preferred equity and 
lower level employees preferred equality standards. Also, upper-level managers tended to 
support organization-wide equity while middle-level managers believed equity distributions 
within divisions of the organization were more desirable. 
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Procedural justice (systemic) 
Systemic justice refers to the varieties of procedural justice accomplished via structural 
means. Thibaut and Walker (1975) were the first to conduct research on peoples' perceptions 
of the fairness of procedures. They examined the perceived fairness of various approaches for 
resolving legal disputes. 
The systemic justice class is also represented by the six rules proposed by Leventhal's 
(1980) to evaluate the fairness of allocation procedures. His rules include: 
1. The consistency rule, the allocative procedures should be consistent across persons 
and over time. 
2. The bias-suppression rule, personal self-interest and blind allegiance to narrow 
perceptions should be prevented at all points in the allocative process. 
3. The accuracy rule, the allocative process needs to be based upon as much good 
information and informed opinion as possible. Information and opinion must be 
gathered and processed with minimum error. 
4. The correctability rule, opportunities must exist to modify and reverse decisions 
made at various points in the allocative process. Even the most well-intentioned 
and competent decision makers commit errors or oversights. 
5. The representativeness rule, the allocative process must reflect the basic concerns, 
values, and outlook of important subgroups in the population of individuals 
affected by the allocative process at all levels in the process. 
6. The ethicality rule, the allocative procedures must be compatible with the 
fundamental moral and ethical values accepted by the individual (p.30). 
Barret-Howard and Tyler (1986) asked subjects to rate the importance of each of 
these rules across 16 different tj^ies of social situations. Across all situations, the ethicality 
rule was the second most important rule. Tyler and Bies (1990) described the ethicality rule 
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as encompassing the interpersonal issue. (The interpersonal issue will be discussed later in 
this literature review.) The following was the order of managers' ratings of the importance of 
these various definitions of procedural justice (fi"om most to least important): neutrality, 
competence, concern for rights, politeness, consistency, process control, and decision control 
(Tyler & Griffin, 1991). 
Folger and Bies (1989) also identified norms for decision-making in business settings. 
They are 
1. apply decision-making criteria consistently across employees, 
2. suppress personnel biases, 
3. provide an account of (or explanation for) the decision, 
4. provide timely feedback to employees about a decision, and 
5. adequately consider employees' viewpoints. 
Sheppard and Lewicki (1987) also had managers identify proper managerial conduct. 
The managers identified decision-maker consistency in appl3n[ng rules across people and 
settings as a key criterion in assessing procedural fairness in the workplace. However, the 
managers in their study also expected their bosses to be flexible. The nature of this paradox, 
and how decision makers deal with it, represents a new direction for theory and research 
(Tyler & Bies, 1990). 
Sheppard et al. (1992) developed a taxonomy of organizational justice that included 
distributive, procedural justice, and systemic justice; however, rather than including systemic 
justice as an aspect of procedural justice, they proposed systemic justice as a third dimension. 
Their definition of systemic justice also differs slightly from the explanations just given. They 
referred to systemic justice as the system within which the procedures and distribution of 
rewards are made. However, the standards of justice given by Sheppard et al. for systemic 
justice appear to fit in Greenberg's category of systemic justice. 
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Within Sheppard et al.'s systemic justice dimensions, there are six standards. The first 
standard regards the protection fi-om and control of abuse guaranteeing no one in a position of 
power gets or gives undue advantage fi^om the exercise of that power. The second standard in 
systemic justice is the principle of inclusion. To be met, the question must be asked ~ Are all 
interests recognized and included in the process, either directly or through representation? 
Systems providing for only token representation are often thought to be unfair. Similarly, 
systems overrepresenting a single, limited interest are often perceived to be equally unfair. 
The third standard is the opportunity standard that concerns the degree to which people have 
access to the system or its component parts. This standard relates to the goals of dignity and 
humaneness. Some have argued that equality of opportunity can be assured by operating a 
purely competitive system, one in which everyone has an equal chance. But competition 
breeds fair outcomes only when the original endowments of the players are equal. Almost any 
solution to the problem of initial endowment itself involves replacing one inequity with 
another. 
The last three standards ask the questions: Is the system responsive to change? Is the 
system stable? And does the system legitimize and sustain "real" interests? A system should 
be simultaneously stable and consistent such that similar procedural and distributive solutions 
are applied across similar situations at different times and across different types of people. At 
the same time, the system should be responsive to change and make modifications in methods 
and procedures whenever the people or the environment change significantly. For example, 
there has been much discussion regarding the changing workforce of the fiiture, more women 
working, more minorities, etc. (Johnston, 1987) and how these changes have and will lead to 
changes in the workplace. A system should be simultaneously stable and changing as 
appropriate, while maintaining the role of the most significant and important interests in the 
system. 
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Interactional justice 
Bies and Moag (1986) developed the term "interactional justice" to refer to the aspect 
of procedural justice relating to how an employee is treated. They defined interactional justice 
as kind, considerate treatment of employees and careful, adequate explanations of the causes 
of events. Greenberg (1993a) separated interactional justice into interpersonal and 
informational justice. Greenberg's taxonomy distinguishes the social determinants of justice 
dealing with procedures (informational justice) and those dealing with outcomes 
(interpersonal justice). In reviewing past research regarding interactional justice, the literature 
is discussed under the justice category it appears to most closely relate to, informational or 
interpersonal. 
Distributive justice (interpersonal') 
Interpersonal justice refers to the social aspects of distributive justice (Greenberg, 
1993a). Interpersonal justice is shown by showing concern for individuals regarding the 
distributive outcomes they receive. Bies and Moag (1986) outlined four attributes of fair 
interpersonal communications: truthfulness (candidness verses deception), respect (opposite 
rudeness), propriety of questions, and justification for behavior. 
Most of the past research on interactional justice relates to the importance of 
interpersonal justice. Folger, in his review of interactional justice literature (1993), compared 
the differences of causal responsibility and moral obligations. He argued that when excuses 
and justifications were deemed adequate "they absolve a person of a moral obligation to 
rectify harm even when causal responsibility cannot be denied" (p. 171). Conversely, some 
moral obligations to the person may be expected even when one is not causally responsible for 
an outcome. For example, managers whether causally responsible for an outcome or not, are 
still morally obligated to inform the employees for the reasons for the outcomes. 
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Furthermore, if managers do not explain the reasons for the outcomes, employees may assume 
that the manager is causally responsible for the outcome when they are not. 
When causally responsible, apologies help harmdoers distance themselves from the 
negative effects of their actions, because the apologies involve expressions of remorse. 
Research by Greenberg (1991) showed that apologies tend to be included in the written 
narratives that accompany performance appraisals, and are most frequently given to low 
performers. It also was found that the low-rated employees, who received apologies for theu" 
low ratings, accepted those evaluations as more fair than those who failed to receive 
apologies. Such findings are consistent with additional evidence from other contexts showing 
that apologies are an effective means of reducing expressions of anger (Baron, 1990; Ohbuchi, 
Kameda, & Agarie, 1989). 
Folger (1993) in his review also distinguished between the impact of outcome-related 
and person-related factors. Employees have perceptions of the severity of losses and they also 
have variations in feelings towards the person associated with the outcome. Employees may 
have strong reactions to a severe loss, but if the people associated with the loss fiilfill their 
moral obligations, the negative reactions towards them is decreased. This relates to the 
dynamics between human resources, senior management, and employees' managers. 
Managers ofren want the human resource department or senior management to appear to be 
or even be the cause of negative outcomes, so they are not the person(s) associated with the 
decision. Simultaneously, decentralization may resuh in more flexibility and responsibility at 
lower levels for decisions and thus outcomes. Thus, there is some ambiguity regarding who 
should be making the decisions. 
Management, Folger (1993) described, as having two broad categories of social 
obligation to employees: fair policies and dignified treatment. When someone is treated as a 
means to an end, it is usually considered exploitative and unfair. However, in the market 
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system employers and employees might expect that employers treat employees as means to an 
end. This runs the risk of alienating employees and causing them, in turn, to think of the 
business as a means to an end and only think in terms of their self-interest. 
Other examples of interpersonal justice include the findings ( Bies & Moag, 1986) that 
job candidates who were displeased with their outcomes (i.e., they were turned down) 
believed the outcomes were fairer when the authority figure demonstrated concern for their 
situation than when no such concern was communicated. In another context, Tyier (1988) 
found that citizens' reactions to dealing with police and courts were highly influenced by the 
authorities' display of sensitivity to their problems. Displays of politeness and respect for 
citizens' rights enhanced their perceptions of fair treatment by authorities. 
Tyler and Lind (1992) divided procedural justice theories into two categories. The 
first category is called instrumental models and is conceptually similar to the systemic justice 
discussed earlier. The second category includes relational models. These models focus on 
relationship issues, especially relationships between the authority and those subject to his or 
her decisions, interpersonal justice issues. One of the relational models (Tyler and Lind, 1992) 
hypothesized that people are primarily concerned about their long term social relationships to 
the authorities or institutions employing the procedures when reacting to procedures. 
Procedural justice, Tyler and Lind argued, "depends on the implications of the procedure for 
feelings of self-worth and for the belief that the group is functioning properly and fairly" 
(p. 140). People are concerned with how others made their decisions, what others intentions 
are, and how they are treated. 
Three important components, then, for obtaining fair interpersonal treatment are 
standing, neutrality, and trust (Tyler and Lind, 1992). Standing relates to concerns about 
recognition of one's status and membership in a valued group, organization, or society. 
People want to feel that they are being treated with politeness and dignity and that they and 
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their rights are being respected. Neutrality involves honesty, fact-based decision-making, and 
the absence of bias or prejudice. Trust involves believing the other person is trying to be fair 
and ethical and is showing concern for one's needs and views. 
Procedural justice (informationalt 
Informational justice refers to the social determinants of procedural justice. Hence, 
informational justice may be sought by providing knowledge about procedures demonstrating 
regard for people's concerns. Research has shown that an eflfective way of doing this is by 
providing people adequate social accounts of the procedures used to determine desired 
outcomes (Shapiro, 1993). The term informational is used, because it is typically the open 
sharing of information that promotes this class of justice. 
Information about procedures may take many forms. For example, research has 
shown that MBA job candidates believed corporate recruiters treated them fairly to the extent 
the recruiters presented honest and candid information and reasonable justifications for the 
decisions they made (Bies & Moag, 1986). Similarly, Bies and Shapiro (1987, 1988) found 
people who received negative outcomes (such as being denied a job, or havmg a proposal 
rejected) were more likely to accept those results as fair when they received a reasonable 
explanation regarding the procedure used rather than when no such justification was provided. 
The role of informational justice also has been demonstrated in the domain of performance 
appraisals (Greenberg, 1991). Greenberg had workers rate the fairness of the performance 
appraisals they received, and compared the ratings of those whose numerical evaluations were 
accompanied by written narratives explaining their ratings with those who received no such 
explanation. Significantly higher perceptions of fairness were obtained when explanations 
were provided than when explanations were not provided. Thus, the use of explanations 
regarding the procedures used to determine performance ratings enhanced the perceived 
fairness of those ratings. Greenberg (1993b), in another study regarding stealing, again found 
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that the validity of the information given and the degree of interpersonal sensitivity shown 
moderated the amount stolen. 
For explanations to be perceived as fair; they must also be based on sound reasoning 
and recognized as genuine m intent, not merely ingratiatory. Judgments of fairness tend to be 
enhanced when explanations are given claimmg mitigating circumstances, there is adequate 
reasoning in support of the claim, and there is sincerity in communication (Bies & Shapiro, 
1988; Bies, Shapiro, & Cummings, 1988; Shapiro, Buttner, & Barry, 1993; and Folger, 
Rosenfield, & Robinson, 1983). 
Contrasting interpersonal and informational justice, informational justice focuses on 
knowledge of the procedures leading to outcomes, while interpersonal justice focuses on the 
outcomes. Empirical support for the distinction may be drawn from Greenberg's study (1991) 
of the explanations given to account for employee performance ratings. In his study evidence 
of distinct categorical differences was found between explanations that focused on providmg 
information relevant to the rating (informational justice) and those that focused on expressions 
of remorse for the outcomes themselves (interpersonal justice). Greenberg (1994), in a study 
regarding the acceptance of a smoking ban, again demonstrated the distinctiveness of these 
two categories of justice. 
Procedural and distributive justice 
Researchers disagree on how they believe the constructs distributive and procedural 
justice relate. Thibaut and Walker argued that procedural and distributive justice are 
independent; however, Leventhal (1976) argued that "procedural fairness is a necessary 
precondition for the establishment and maintenance of distributive fairness" (p. 230). Studies 
have shown people can distinguish between distributive outcomes and the procedures used to 
obtain them and that the procedures used constitute a more important determinant of overall 
fairness judgments than the outcomes of those procedures (Tyler, 1984; and Tyler, Rasinski, 
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& McGraw, 1985). Furthermore, Tyler showed outcome factors, through their influence on 
fairness judgments, had an indirect influence on attitudes about authorities and rule-related 
behavior, procedural justice judgments. Tyler (1986) argued procedural fairness serves as a 
social heuristic allowing people to determine whether an action (e.g., obeying the decision of 
an authority) is correct without really weighing all the benefits and costs associated with the 
action contrary to what must be done m equity theory. Procedural Justice also appears to be 
related to organizational citizenship behaviors, while distributive justice is not (Moorman, 
1991). The studies mentioned thus far used the questioimaire method to statistically show the 
independence of the two concepts (Greenberg, 1990). Sheppard and Lewicki (1987) also 
determined that employees are intuhively aware of the distinction. 
Judgments of fairness 
Within the framework of Greenberg's classes of justice( 1993a) the aspects of 
organizational justice have been discussed, it is also important to understand how these 
judgments of fairness or justice are created. One of the initial studies that helped in the 
understanding of the judgment process was Stouffer, Suchman, DeVinney, Star and Williams' 
(1949) comprehensive study of American soldiers. They found black soldiers stationed in the 
South felt more satisfied with military life than black soldiers stationed in Northern bases 
despite socioeconomic conditions being more favorable in the North. These effects were 
attributed to the tendency for black soldiers in the South to feel more privileged than their 
civilian counterparts in the South, whereas, black soldiers in the North felt relatively less 
privileged than their civilian counterparts in the North. The term "relative deprivation" was 
used to refer to this counterintuitive finding. 
Festinger's (1954) social comparison theory helped explain this finding. Festinger 
proposed people evaluate their opinions by comparing themselves to others. The choice of 
the other with whom to make these comparisons is usually based on characteristics such as: 
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1. Similarity, people tend to compare themselves with others who have similar jobs, 
similar education, or similar background. 
2. Proximity, people tend to compare themselves with neighbors, people in the nerf 
office, or someone with whom they share a ride to work. 
3. Salience, people tend to compare themselves with people who come quickly to 
mind, either because they know the other people personally, they aspire to be like 
them, or the other people are notable. 
This need to compare oneself with others becomes especially important in the absence 
of an "absolute" standard for making judgments. Thus, social comparison processes are very 
much a part of our fairness judgments. This has three important implications (Sheppard, et al. 
1992). First, judgments about fairness are always relative. These relative comparisons can be 
made by references to one's own past outcomes, as well as by reference to others' current and 
past outcomes (Folger, 1987). Second, judgments about fairness are influenced by one's 
social motivation (e.g., maximizing community feeling verses maximizing individual 
excellence) or social philosophy (e.g., liberal verses conservative). Third one's group 
membership tends to influence judgments of fairness. Taken together this leads to the 
conclusion that "conflict over 'what's fair' in outcomes will continue to abound, for most 
people can be expected logically to perceive and pursue those aims they believe to be in their 
own best interest" (Reis, 1987). Adams' (1965) Equity Theory also follows this idea. The 
theory proposes that judgments about outcomes have traditionally been considered to involve 
comparisons of one's own rewards, punishments, or allocations, with those of others. 
Crosby's (1976) formulated a model of relative deprivation. The model constructed a 
list of five preconditions that are necessary for relative deprivation to occur. First, an 
individual must want an outcome X. Second, the individual must see a similar other possesses 
X. Third, the individual must feel entitled to X. Fourth, the individual must not feel 
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personally responsible for not having X. Fifth, the individual must feel that it is feasible to 
obtain X sometime in the near fUture. 
Studies found opposite results of what Crosby predicted for the fifth condition. 
Hence, Folger (1987) offered Referent Cognition Theory as an alternate model. According to 
Referent Cognition Theory, an individual vwll not experience relative deprivation unless he or 
she can imagine a different and more favorable alternative. Referents can come fi'om other 
organizations, the same organization, or oneself at another point in time. However, a high 
referent, in and of itself, is not sufficient to trigger relative deprivation. Rather, there must 
also be a low likelihood of receiving the outcome sometime in the near future. Different 
conclusions will be reached by persons comparing themselves to different reference standards 
(Greenberg & McCarty, 1990). 
Greenberg and McCarty (1990) reviewed the literature regarding women's 
comparison standards for salaries. Even though women are usually paid less than men, 16.5% 
less than the male average at career entry and 46% less than the male average at career peak, 
many women were not as dissatisfied as expected with this. One reason may be that people 
compare themselves to similar others, thus, women compare themselves to other women and 
not to other men. "Female" jobs are also often paid less, but again the similar others for 
comparison would be the others, mainly women, in that job. Major (1989) proposed that one 
reason for this is a self-protective fiinction. Comparing themselves to men may reveal 
information that makes salient women's disadvantages position, such fiustration-arousing 
comparisons people generally try to avoid. 
Conclusion 
In my literature review, I found some of the same needs for fiiture research that 
Greenberg (1990) articulated in "Organizational Justice: Yesterday, Today, and 
Tomorrow." They are as follows: 
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1. In his review of organizational justice, Greenberg (1990) suggested it would 
be worthwhile to consider the role of procedural justice in relation to even more minor 
issues such as phone coverage or where the company picnic will be held. Are 
procedural considerations salient at all times or just when one is dissatisfied with the 
outcomes? 
2. Few studies have examined procedural justice among organizational employees in 
their organizations (Greenberg, 1990). For example, some of the studies have students, such 
as MBA students or managers in training, reflect abstractly on components of organizational 
justice (Greenberg, 1986a, Sheppard & Lewicki, 1987). 
3. Most investigators have used single items for measuring fairness (although a few 
have used two or three highly related items). Listings of procedural justice studies and the 
measures used are summarized in the Appendix of Lind and Tyler's (1988) book (and 1992 
article). Also, the questions are especially constructed for the study and for which evidence 
of construct validity has not been provided. However, one promising measure is Folger and 
Konovsky (1989) 26-item measure of procedural justice elements regarding pay fairness. 
4. Further research is needed to further clarify the interrelatings of procedural and 
distributive justice. How are procedural, distributive, and interactional justice related or are 
they even distinct constructs? 
This study addresses these and other issues relating to organizational justice. 
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PROBLEM STATEMENT 
As illustrated in the literature review, there are numerous ways fairness has been 
conceptualized and studied. There also have been numerous suggestions for future directions 
in research. The present study took the aspects of organizational justice delineated by past 
researchers, using Greenberg's taxonomy of the classes of justice as a basis, and examined 
how the aspects of fairness interrelate and how they interrelate dependent upon the human 
resource issue in question. This study also analyzed the limits to generalizability of employees' 
perceptions of fairness depending upon demographic and organizational variables. 
Past research has usually not addressed aspects of fairness while concurrently looking 
at multiple human resource issues; uistead the research has usually taken two other 
approaches. Some of the research looked at one particular issue such as performance 
appraisals (i.e., Greenberg, 1991) or pay satisfaction (i.e., Folger & Konvosky, 1989). Other 
research asked employees to give their opinions regarding fairness in general (i.e., Sheppard & 
Lewicki, 1987). The current study compared employees' views regarding various dimensions 
of fairness depending upon the human resource issue in question. The following questions 
were addressed by this study: 
J. Which justice goal is most important for each human resource issue? 
2. Do the relations of the aspects of fairness vary among the muhiple human 
resource issues? 
The management in the organization in this study have witnessed varying views of 
fairness at the organization depending upon gender, job level, and whether the employee has 
worked at other companies or not before beginning to work for this company. Besides 
observations by this organization's management, some of these differences have also been 
shovwti in past research (Kahn, et. al., 1980; Lansberg, 1984; Triandis, 1989; & James, 1993). 
Thus, the folloAving questions were also asked: 
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3. To what extent and in what ways do judgments of fairness differ by gender? 
4. To what extent and in what ways do judgments of fairness differ by job level? 
5. To what extent and in what wc^s do judgments of fairness differ by worker's 
employment history? 
The final questions addressed the initial question asked in the Introduction. When an 
organization decentralizes resultmg m differences in decision-making and treatment of 
employees, and employees, because of interactions with employees in these other parts of the 
company, are likely to be aware of these differences, does this decentralization effect 
employees' perceptions of fairness? This question was addressed by studying: 
6. To what extent and in what wcrys do jud^ents of fairness differ depending on 
whether an employee is in a field or satellite office or in corporate center? 
7. To what extent and in what ways do judgments of fairness differ depending on an 
employee's business unit? 
8. To what extent and in what ways do judgments of fairness differ by an employee's 
work schedule? 
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METHOD 
Sample 
The research participants were from a large financial services company with corporate 
headquarters in the midwest with approximately half of the company's workforce located at 
the headquarters. The employees were selected by a randomly generated list from all full-time 
and part-time employees. 
From discussions with researchers at the organization, the typical response rate at the 
organization is 25-30%. Additionally, half the subjects were needed for the development of 
the fairness scales and the other half were needed to test the hypotheses using the developed 
scales. Furthermore, for the factor analyses conducted to develop the scales a minimum of 
300 subjects were needed. Given approximately 600 responses were needed, surveys were 
sent to 2,000 employees. 
When generating the random lists of employees, the employees were subdivided by 
business unit and location. The organization has several business units. Four of these units 
have a large number of employees in corporate center and also have a large number of 
employees located throughout the country in either satellite and/or field offices. From each of 
these business units, 200 employees were randomly selected from the field and/or satellite 
offices and 200 employees were randomly selected from the corporate center. This resulted in 
1600 employees being selected from these business units. Additionally, 400 employees from 
the other corporate center business units were randomly selected. The number of employees 
responding from each business unit is shown in Table 2. The response rate for the groups 
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Table 2. Comparison of demographic variables among samples 
Survey Respondent Development Research 
Sample Sample Sample Sample 
n(%) n(%) n(%) n(%) 
(n=2000*) (n=622) (n=311) (n=311) 
Gender 
Male 497 (24.0) 154 (24.8) 76 (24.4) 78 (25.1) 
Female 1502 (75.1) 465 (74.8) 232 (74.6) 233 (74.9) 
Prior Experience 
Yes NA 510 (82.0) 252 (81.0) 258 (83.0) 
No NA 108 (17.4) 56 (18.0) 52 (16.7) 
"Normal hours" 
Yes NA 582 (93.6) 289 (92.9) 293 (94.2) 
No NA 37 (5.9) 20 (6.4) 17 (5.5) 
Job Title 
Non-company titled 1477 (74.9) 304 (48.9) 161 (51.8) 143 (46.0) 
Junior company titled 256 (12.3) 151 (24.3) 68 (21.9) 83 (26.7) 
Senior company tided 111 (5.3) 50 (8.0) 28 (9.0) 22 (7.1) 
Assistant manager 33 (1.8) 28 (4.5) 13 (4.2) 15 (4.8) 
Manager 40 (1.7) 19 (3.1) 7 (2.3) 12 (3.9) 
Officer 81 (4.1) 40 (6.4) 19 (6.1) 21 (6.8) 
Office location 
Field office 589 (29.2) 173 (27.8) 79 (25.4) 94 (30.2) 
Satellite office 243 (12.1) 90 (14.5) 48 (15.4) 42 (13.5) 
Corporate center 1167 (58.7) 356 (57.2) 182 (58.5) 174 (55.9) 
Business Unit 
A 200 (20.0) 118 (19.0) 59 (19.0) 59 (19.0) 
B 200 (20.0) 127 (20.4) 67 (21.5) 60 (19.3) 
C 200 (20.0) 105 (16.9) 56 (18.0) 49 (15.8) 
D 200 (20.0) 120 (19.3) 50 (16.1) 70 (22.5) 
Other 200 (20.0) 133 (21.4) 73 (23.5) 60 (19.3) 
* - Missing information, so total for groups do not add to 2000. 
NA - Infonnation not available 
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varied from 26% for Business Unit C (105 employees) to 33% for Other Business Units (133 
employees). The overall response rate across all business units was 31%. 
The research project was approved of by the Iowa State University's Human Subjects 
Review Committee prior to data collection. Additionally, the senior management of the 
participating organization gave written approval for conducting the project within their 
organization after reviewing the research proposal. 
The questionnaires were sent out in two groups of 1,000. Based upon prior response 
rates at the company and the number of respondents needed for this study, the researcher 
decided to send out a second group of 1,000 surveys. The second set of surveys were sent 
approximately three weeks after the first group. Since the two groups of questionnaires were 
sent out in such a short period of time, and because no major announcements or changes were 
made within the organization during this period, it was believed there would be no difference 
between the responses from the two groups. Moreover, the last third of the respondents from 
the initial group returned their surveys as the second group of respondents were returning 
their surveys. Additionally, no statistical differences were identified comparing item responses 
from the two groups. Thus, the two groups were combined for data analysis and 
interpretation. 
Instrument 
In past research on fairness, researchers have usually developed their own 
questionnaires based upon the specific agendas of their research projects. Furthermore, many 
of the fairness questionnaires identified in the literature contained only one or two items 
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regarding fairness (Tyler & Lind, 1992; Greenberg, 1990). Because these instruments did not 
fit the purpose of this study, a new questionnaire was developed. 
From Greenberg's taxonomy, configural justice appeared to have two components. 
First, configural justice related to how goals should be distributed. To measure this 
component of configural justice, the employees were asked to choose which social goal 
(equity, equality, or need) they believed was most important for each human resource issue. 
The employees also selected the goal they believed the company believed was the most 
important goal in making decisions regarding each human resource issue. The second 
component of configural justice related to if the reward was being distributed fairly. To 
measure this, the employees were asked if they believed each of the rewards (salaries, 
promotions, scheduling decisions, and performance appraisals) were being distributed fairly. 
Also, the employees were asked if they believed their situation was better, worse, or the same 
as other employees in the company in relation to each of the four human resource issues. 
Each employee was also asked questions regarding systemic, informational, and 
interpersonal justice for each of the four policies. These items, developed by the researcher, 
were based upon the criteria of fairness mentioned by Greenberg (1993a), other researchers 
(i.e., Leventhal, 1980; Folger & Bies, 1989; and Bies & Moag, 1986), and reviews of past 
questionnaires addressing fairness (i.e., Lind & Tyler, 1992; Moorman, 1991; and Folger & 
Konvosky, 1989). The following are examples of systemic, informational, and interpersonal 
items: 
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Systemic: The way promotions are determined is consistent within a department. 
Informational: Honest information is given to employees regarding salary decisions. 
Interpersonal: Management shows politeness and respect for employees. 
For each of these questions, employees rated whether they believed the aspect of fairness was 
followed/encouraged by the company and rated whether they believed their manager followed 
this aspect of fairness. The ratings were done on a seven-point scale ranging from "Strongly 
Disagree" to "Strongly Agree." To reduce the likelihood of response sets, questions regarding 
each of the aspects of justice were intermixed under each human resource issue. For example, 
employees may have received a systemic question followed by an interpersonal question 
followed by another systemic question. For each human resource issue the same questions 
were asked, except the items were presented in different orders and with slight wording 
changes to fit the human resource issue being addressed. 
Because the survey instrument had not previously been used, a pilot study was 
conducted. Twenty-five employees participated. The participants in the pilot group were 
asked to complete the questionnaire and make comments concerning their impressions of the 
questionnaire. Respondents were asked to evaluate the appropriateness of length, difficulty in 
understanding questions, and make any other comments they had regarding the questionnaire 
format and clarity of procedures. From the pilot groups responses, one question was deleted 
because most participants were having difficulty understanding it. Additionally, from 
questions or suggestions by pilot study respondents wording changes were made in the 
questionnaire, directions, and cover letter to improve clarity. 
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Also from the pilot sample, the distributions of the responses were studied to test for 
extreme values and anomalous relationships. All items showed variance in the responses and 
no two items produced responses that were perfectly correlated (r = 1.00). Thus, no 
questions were modified or deleted based upon these statistical analyses. 
The questionnaire as modified based upon the pilot sample's responses is shown in the 
Appendix (See Appendix A). This modified questionnaire was sent to the 2000 primary 
research participants. The questionnaire included demographic questions and numerous 
questions regarding various aspects of fairness. 
Demographic information 
Each employee was asked to indicate their gender, if they had worked for any other 
companies or not, if they normally worked a full-time, 5 days/week, "normal hours" schedule 
or if they worked another type of schedule, what their job level was, where their office was 
located (corporate center, a field office, or a satellite office), and if they worked in one of the 
four business units listed, and if so which one, or if they worked in another business unit. 
Procedures 
Data collection involved distribution and collection of the questionnaires through the 
United States Postal Service. The surveys were sent to the employees homes in envelopes 
with the participating company's logo. "Within the moling envelope was a return envelope 
stamped and addressed to the researcher. The address of the researcher was external to the 
company. A cover letter was included stating the purpose and giving directions (see 
Appendix B). Each cover letter was individually signed in blue ink by the researcher and a 
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separate blue ink by her major professor. The employees were asked to return the survey by a 
specified date. The specified dates for the two waves were approximately two weeks after the 
surveys were sent. The employees were also sent a reminder postcard approximately two 
weeks afl:er the surveys were sent. Approximately 30% of the surveys were received for each 
wave aflier the reminder postcards were sent out. 
Statistical analyses 
Because the instrument for this study had not been used before, the survey 
respondents were divided into two groups, the questionnaire development sample and the 
research sample. During data entry, case numbers were assigned to the questionnaires. The 
622 responding employees were systematically split into two subsamples based upon their 
case numbers. The odd numbers composed the development sample and the even numbers 
composed the research sample. 
Development sample 
Descriptive statistics were calculated for the demographic data. Frequencies were 
calculated for the items containing categorical information (e.g., gender, work location, job 
level). 
An exploratory factor analysis was conducted on the items representing three of the 
classes of justice: systemic, interpersonal, and informational. The configural justice items 
were not included because a different response scale was used for these items. Eight separate 
factor analyses were conducted to determine the resulting scales and the items to be included. 
Two factor analyses were conducted for each issue. The first analysis contained the items 
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regarding the employees' perceptions of the company and the second analysis contained the 
items regarding the employee's perceptions of their managers. 
Principal component analyses was used. Principal component analysis simplifies data 
interpretation by identifying linear combinations of variables, thus reducing the number of 
variables in the analysis (Manly, 1986). For principal component analysis to be useful; 
however, some degree of consistency among variables must exist (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & 
Black, 1992). If the initial variables are uncorrelated, linear combinations of the data are not 
useful because each variable is measuring a different construct. 
The items were designed to be content valid, and the principal component analyses 
provided empirical means of assessing the fit of the items to their scales. Internal consistency 
coefficients (alpha) were also calculated for each scale. 
Research sample 
The same descriptive statistics were calculated for the demographic questions as 
calculated for the development sample. 
Below are listed the research questions in this study, followed by descriptions of the 
statistical analyses conducted to analyze each of these questions; 
1. Which conflguraljustice goal is most preferred for each human resource issue? 
Frequencies were compared for each human resource issue to identify the preferred 
configural justice goal, equity, equality, or need. Chi-square analyses were conducted to 
identify differences. 
2. Do judgments offairness vary significantly between human resource issues? 
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Comparisons were made between judgments of fairness between human resource 
issues by conducting paired t-comparisons and by comparing correlations between the issues 
for each scale. 
3. To what extent and in what ways do judgments offairness vary by gender? 
4. To what extent and in what ways do judgments of fairness vary by job level? 
5. To what extent and in what ways do judgments offairness vary by employee's 
work history? 
One-way analyses of variance were performed between employees to identify the 
extent of variance in their perceptions of fairness regarding the company, their manager, and 
Greenberg's classes of justice depending upon gender, job level, and work history. Effect 
sizes were also computed for these comparisons using eta-squared. Even though eta-
squareds are biased upward, they were used in this study because they have the advantage of 
simplicity, are intuitively appealing, and will give a general idea of the size of the effect 
(Howell, 1987). 
6. To what extent and in what ways do judgments of fairness vary depending on 
whether an employee is located in a field office, a satellite office, or corporate center? 
7. To what extent and in what ways do judgments of fairness vary depending on an 
employee's business unit? 
8. To what extent and in what ways do judgments of fairness vary depend upon an 
employee's work schedule? 
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One-way analyses of variance were performed to identify differences between 
employees in their perceptions of fairness regarding Company Fairness, Manager Fairness, and 
for each of Greenberg's classes of justice depending upon where they were located, their 
business unit, and their work schedule. Effect sizes were also computed using eta-squared. 
Management within the organization had stated that the human resource issues were not 
administrated consistently across business units, office locations, and employees with varying 
work schedules. Thus, differences identified between the employees based upon these three 
factors, location, business unit, and work schedule, lends support to the question of whether 
decentralization leads to unfairness or not. 
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RESULTS 
Comparisons of samples 
A comparison of demographic variables among the full sample and the two subsamples 
(developmental and research) is presented in Table 2. Chi-square analyses indicated no 
significant differences between the two subsamples for the demographic variables. 
Additionally, analyses of the two samples' responses to the each of the questionnaire 
items further showed the two subgroups were highly similar. Descriptive statistics for each 
item are presented in Appendix C for the full sample and the two subsamples. Of the 144 
items presented, only three had statistically significant mean differences for the two 
subsamples at an alpha level of .05. With 144 items at an alpha level of .05, one would expect 
seven items to be statistically significant by chance. Thus, these three differences were 
interpreted as Tjrpe I errors. 
Development sample 
Prior to conducting the principal component analyses, the correlations between the 
items were calculated to show the initial variables were correlated and thus possibly 
representing the same construct (Manly, 1986). Table 3 shows the items developed to 
measure each of Greenberg's scales for the human resource issue salary. The items composing 
the scales for the other three human resource issues were the same, except with slight wording 
changes to fit the respective human resource issue. The correlations for all items for each 
human resource issue are displayed in Tables 4 to 7. Items 3 to 19 were included in the 
principal component analyses. 
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Table 3. Items composing each of the scales 
Coniigural Justicc: 
1. Overall, I think pay is distributed fairly at (name of organization). (Overall) 
2. Compared to other employees in similar jobs, my pay is (rate on scale from "much better" to "much 
worse"). (Situation) 
Systemic Justice: 
3. Salaries are similar to salaries for similarjobs at other companies in this region. (Region) 
4. Salaries are similar to salaries for similarjobs at other companies in this industry. (Industry) 
5. The way salaries are determined is consistent within a department. (Dept.) 
6. The way salaries are determined is consistent within a business unit. (BU) 
7. The way salaries are determined is consistent across the company. (Company) 
8. Supervisor's biases do NOT afiect the way salaries are determined. (Bias) 
9. Employees have input into salary decisions. (Input) 
10. All the people that should be involved in salary decisions are. (Involved) 
11. The way salaries are determined is based on complete and acciuate information. (Accurate) 
12. Salary administrators do NOT give themselves unfair salary advantages because of their position. 
(Influence) 
13. Salary decisions can be changed. (Change) 
14. The way salaries are determined is moral and ethical. (Moral) 
15. Salary decisions are made in a timely manner. (Timely) 
Informational Justice: 
16. Honest and candid information is given to employees regarding salary decisions. (Honest) 
17. The information given to employees regarding salary decisions is clear and understandable. (Clear) 
Interpersonal Justice: 
18. Supervisors show genuine interest in the well-being of employees when making salary decisions. 
(Genuine) 
19. Supervisors shows politeness and respect for employees when discussing salary decisions. (Polite) 
Table 4. Pearson product-moment correlations between Salaty - Company Fairness items (top). Salary - Manager 
Fairness items (bottom), and Company Fairness and Manager Fairness items (diagonal) 
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 16. 17. 18. 19. Company 
1. Overall' 1.00 .46** .41** .42** .38** .41** .31** .31** .33** .35* .38** .30** .21** .38* .32** .35* .29** .34** .32** .58** 
2. Situation .46** 1.00 .26** .26** .25** .29** .19** .20** .15* .24* .26** .21** .11 .25* .30** .17* .25** .23** .25** .44** 
3. Region .44** .30** (.84**) .74** .55** .57** .50** .45** .21** .39* .52** .49** .34** .53* .39** .51* .48** .51** .44** .70** 
4. Industry .45** .31** .66** (.81** ) .49** .48** .45»* .39** .32** .44* .49** .46** .32** .47* .34** .49* .42** .46** .41** .70** 
5. Dept. .41** .37** .49** .47** (.61**) .62** .69** .51** .33** .47* .56** .44** .31** .61* .41** .57* .50** .55** .55** .13** 
6. BU .40** .38** .50** .47** .65** (.69**) .59** .56** .25** .43* .64** .48** .27** .61* .30** .43* .55** .52»* .54** .11** 
7. Company .34** .35** .44** .45** .70** .59** (.56**) .52** .34** .45* .52** .37** .20** .54* .39** .54* .47** .47** .47** .65** 
8. Bias .34** .31** .35** .36** .61** .56** .54** (.50**) .31** .48* .61** .54** .39** .58* .34** .49* .53** .57** .55** .65** 
9. Input .33** .20** .21** .34** .45** .34** .37** .40** (.59**) .45* .32** .16** .28** .26* .28** .38* .30** .31** .23** .46** 
10. Involved 40** .26** .31** .40** .41** .44** .33** .42** .46** (.67 *) .50** .33** .29** .42* .37** .49* .44** .42** .46** .60** 
11. Accurate .40** .39** .40** .48** .60** .62** .50** .63** .43** .47* (.56**) .54** .30** .65* .41** .60* .62** .67** .63** .73** 
12. Inlluence .32** .25** .48** .47** .47** .44** .45** .39** .18** .33* .44** (.79**) .18** .60* .39** .44* .45** .46** .55** .62** 
13. Change .29** .20** .28** .34** .35** .34** .25** .38** .31** .30* .31** .24** (.68**) .23* .18** .32* .25** .46** .23** .42** 
14. Moral .42** .38** .48** .50** .71** .60** .59** .57** .39** .40* .63** .57** .25** (.71 *) .40** .50* .58** .61** .62** .74** 
15. Timely .41** .32** .43** .41** .49** .38** .46** .34** .37** .38* .46** .45** .21** .50* (.76**) .52* .40** .43** .50** .59** 
16. Honest .41** .32** .42** .46** .65** .58** .56** .56** .47** .49* .64** .44** .29** .62* .51** (.59 *) .64** .66** .55** .65** 
17. Clear .38** .36** .47** .48** .58** .61** .45** .55** .40** .47* .61** .44** .34** .59* .45** .67* (.70**) .58** .51** .63** 
18. Genuine .32** .28** .37** .45** .63** .61** .52** .65** .50** .47* .73** .42** .35** .66* .45** .65* .60** (.57**) .58** .70** 
19. Polite .32** .32** .38** .48** .56** .53** .52** .51** .36** .44* .60** .51** .31** .61* .54** .61* .56** .67** (.68**) .68** 
Manager .54** .44** .64** .69** .82** .77** .73** .74** .59** .62* .82** .64** .49** .81* .66** .81* .79** .82** .77** (.91**) 
•» -p<.05, • -p<.01 
'See Table 3 for more complete description of items. 
Table 5. Pearson product-moment correlations between Promotions - Company Fairness items (top). Promotions - Manager 
Fairness items (bottom), and Company Fairness and Manager Fairness items (diagonal) 
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12, 13. 14. 15. 16, 17, 18. 19. Company 
1. Overall' 1.00 .5I*» ,42** .44** .45** .45** .36** .33* .30** .44** .50** ,36** .28** .49** .43** ,52** ,48** .49** .44** .63** 
2. Situation .51** 1.00 .32** .35** .33** .36** .24** .21* .27** .34** .33** ,32** .14* .37** .33** ,37** ,35** .36** .36** .55** 
3. Region .46** .48** (.76**) .16** .61** .58** .55** .51* .51** .59** .63** ,53** .35** .64** .56** ,62** ,62** .69** .66** .73** 
4. Industry' .50** .49** .77** (.80**) .61** .61** .51** .56* .50** .59** .65** ,59** .36** .65** .61** ,60** .65** .66** .67** .75** 
5. Dept. .57** .53** .58** .61** (.58**) .16** .59** .67* .61** .62** .73** .58** .43** .65** .58** .61** ,73** .71** .67** .78** 
6. BU .52** .50** .54** .56** .74** (.10**) .65** .71* .59** .64** .76** .58** ,42** .68** .63** .65** .74** ,69** ,64** .80** 
7. Company .51** .51** .57** .51*» .71** .70** (.51** ) .56* .54** .61** .68** .45** ,44** ,59** .50** ,61** .62** .58** ,53** ,66** 
8. Bias .48** .47** .51** .57** .71** .66** .66** (.48 *) .64** .60** .69** .60** ,53** ,65*» ,56** ,58** ,62** .68** ,59** .73** 
9. Input .47** .50** .54** .53** .66** .60** .59** .67* (.63**) .55** .63** .45** .45** ,54** .53** .57** ,60** .61** .50** .66** 
10. Involved .51*' .49** .54** .50** .69** .62** .69** .62* .60** (.62**) .72** ,53** ,45** ,69** ,58** ,76** ,69** .69** .70** .74»* 
11. Accurate .61** ,53** .61** .62** .76** .75** .72** .73* .66** .68** (.63**) ,62** ,44** .77** .71** .75** ,80** .77** .71** .82** 
12. Influence .39** .38*» .48** .51** .49** .50*» .47** .54* .47** .51** .52** (,79**) .29** ,66*» .64** .57** .53** .63** .66** .72** 
13. Change .36** .29** .28** .32** .38** .36** .46** .41* .45** .42** ,40»* ,26** (,73**) ,43** ,39** .42** .42** .50** .36** .51** 
14. Moral .59** .53** .65** .61** .67** .65** .63** .65* .60** .61** ,75** .62** .31** (,66**) ,79** .15** .72** .79** .74** .81** 
15. Timely .49** .46** .54** .56** .65** .61** .53** .56* .56** .58** .66** .52** ,36** ,70** (,73**) ,67** .69** ,71** .68** .76** 
16. Honest .56** .53** .60** .56** .68** .64** .65** .68* .66** .70** .76** .53** ,38** ,76** .66** (.62**) .19** ,76** .72** .77** 
17. Clear .57** .51** .55** .58** .75** .76** .65** .68* .61** .68** .80** .48** ,39** .70** .69** ,80** (.66**) .74** .71** .78** 
18. Genuine .56** .59** .63** .63** .73** .66** .66** .71* .61** .65** .80** .56** ,40** ,77** .10** ,75** .75** (,62**) .11** .81** 
19. Polite .48** .49** .59** .63** .62** .56** .53** .62* .53** .60** ,65** .57** ,29** .68** .65** .66** .62** .12** (.71** ) .11** 
Manager ,64** .62** .74** .75** .85** .81** .80** .82* .78** .79** ,89** .69** ,50** .85** ,78** ,86** .86** ,88** .79** (.92**) 
" -p>=:.05, * -p<.01 
'See Table 3 for more complete description of items. 
Table 6. Pearson product-moment correlations between Scheduling - Company Fairness items (top), Scheduling - Manager 
Fairness items (bottom), and Company Fairness and Manager Fairness items (diagonal) 
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 16. 17. 18. 19. Company 
1. Overall' 1.00 .47»» .35*» .37" .40" .37" .34" .46*» .53** .38»« .49" .32*» .38" .50** .47** .43** .49** .43** .45** .60** 
2. Situation Al** 1.00 .21" .20»» .20" .22" .14» .23»» .32" .25»» .26»» .21" .27*» .26** .25** .23** .29** .21** .24** .36** 
3. Region .43" .32*» (.75") .75" .53" .56" .41" .53" .57»» .54" .53" .49»* .43** 57** .55** .55** .58** .57** .55** .61** 
4. Industrj' .45** .32" .74*» (.81" ) .49" .55" .40»» .53" .55»» .49" .54»» .49" .43" .54** .56** .61** .52** .53** .53** .61** 
5. Dept. .49»» .27" 55" .47»» (.68") .69»» .56" .65" .65** .66" .75** .56*» .56»» .69** .72** .73** .71** .65** .75** .78** 
6. BU .46" .29" 59" .51** .72** (.71 *• ) .61*» .63** .63»» .59" .64" .55»» .46** .62** .62** .65** .66** .68** .66** .72** 
7. Company .51** .39»» .46" .42*» .57" .61" (.56«») .57*» .51" .47" .52" .40*» .37*» .62** .49** .53** .53** .51** .45** .58** 
8. Bias .54" .34" .49" .48" .73" .65" .58" (.67") .64«* .64" .70»* .63" .58" .76** .69** .69** .67** .72** .71** .77** 
9. Input .60" .46" .53*» .51" .61" .61" .59" .65" (.69") .69" .79" .57" .68** .68** .71** .72** .84** .70** .72** .79** 
10. Involved .50** .31" .51" .48" .68" .63" .50" .69" .66*» (.76") .70»* .60" .56** .64** .65** .71** .70** .66** .62** .78** 
11. Accurate .57** .35" .55" .53" .71" .67»« .56" .71" .81" .72" (.73") .62** .59** .70** .78** .79** .84** .75** .82** .81** 
12. Influence .38** .21" .46" .39" .57" .61" .48" .58" .54** .61** .61" (.66") .58** .56** .59** .61** .60** .72** .62** .70** 
13. Change .46" .35" .52" .47" .58" .57" .47" .56*» .68»* .64»» .64«» .56«* (.75»») .59** .54** .58** .60** .61** .59** .69** 
14. Moral .57" .34" 53" .49" .66»* .60" .68" .74*» .65" .68" .66" .51" .55** (.74**) .65** .74** .68** .67** .69** .77** 
15. Timely .54" .28»* .59" .49" .70" .67" .51" .67" .72*» .68»» .79" .58»» .60** .60** (.76**) .75** .76** .71** .80** .78** 
16. Honest .53" .34" .55" .54" .73»* .66»» .59** .76** .74" .75" .83" .57*» .65** .71** .75** (.75**) .75** .73** .73** .81** 
17. Clear .59" .39" .59" .54" .72»* .69" .56** .72" .82" .74" .85" .58** .66** .67** .79** .80** (.76**) .74** .80** .80** 
18. Genuine .56" .31" .53** .48" .70»* .68** .54" .73" .73" .67" .81" .62»» .59** .63** .77** .76** .78** (.62**) .72** .75** 
19. Polite .53»* .34" .59" .52" .74" .67" .52" .71" .73" .68" .79" .58" .62** .63** .82** .77** .82** .81** (.72**) .76** 
Manager .62" .38" .69»» .64«* .84«* .82" .70" .83" .85»* .83" .89«» .71*» .78** .79** .84** .88** .90** .86** .87** (.94**) 
-p<.05,  »  -p<.01 
'See Table 3 for more complete description of items. 
Table 7. Pearson product-moment correlations between Performance Appraisals - Company Fairness items (top). Performance 
Appraisals - Manager Fairness items (bottom), and Company Fairness and Manager Fairness items (diagonal) 
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 16. 17. 18. 19. Company 
1. Overall' 1.00 .59" .23" .23»» .34" .34** .26** .39** .41** .41** .43** .40** .29** .38** .31** .43** .38** .42** .44** .59** 
2. Situation 59** 1.00 .20" .20" .24" .27** .17** .32** .36** .26** .33** .31** .21** .27** .14* .26** .31** .32** .31** .47** 
3. Region .40»» .43»» (.72»») .74" .57" .57** .46** .49** .42** .52** .53** .44** .36 .51** .51** .63** .49** .50** .57** .61** 
4. Industrj' .37** .34«* .73" (.73»») .62»* .53** .54** .44** .45** .41** .54** .47** .41** .53** .55** .52** .48** .49** .44** .63** 
5. DepL .51»» .41»» .51" .54*» (.62") .77*» .71** .67** .66** .63** .69** .69** .47** .71** .62** .63** .68** .71** .69** .80** 
6. BU .41" .40" .56" .59" .66*» (.67**) .73** .68** .58** .66** .65** .63** .45** .66** .56** .67** .60** .68** .70** .76** 
7. Company .38** .38" .50" .57" .71** .70** (.65**) .57** .54** .55** .61** .54** .51** .64** .65** .54** .59** .65** .56** .72** 
8. Bias .56** .48" .44'» .46»» .61" .53** .53** (.53**) .64** .65** .73** .69** .50** .65** .49** .65** .61** .71** .69** .73** 
9. Input .49** .39»» .39" .44*» .55** .43** .44** .56** (.73**) .61** .70** .59** .52** .68** .46** .64** .75** .67** .70** .15** 
10. Involved .51** .43*» .57** .48«* .62** .61** .55** .63** .58** (.62**) .63** .58** .40** .64** .56** .74** .64** .63** .74** .73** 
11. •Accurate .65** .51" .52" .49" .66" .61** .61** .80** .60** .72** (.60**) .65** .56** .74** .57** .72** .77** .75** .71** .80** 
12. Influence .49** .43»« .47*» .42** .64** .54** .58** .64** .48** .58** .65** (.77**) .47** .73** .51** .62** .63** .77** .65** .16** 
13. Change .41" .39»» .36" .41" .43** .41** .40** .53** .51** .45** .55** .49** (.68**) .50** .39** .45** .46** .53** .47** .60** 
14. Moral .59»» .45" .52" .52" .67** .60** .63** .66** .56** .64** .75** .67** .50** (.69**) .66** .70** .73** .81** .74** .81** 
15. Timely .42»* .33" .49" .50" .56" .50** .64** .44** .29** .47** .49** .42** .35** .62** (.67**) .56** .56** .60** .57** .71** 
16. Honest .61" .49" .53" .49" .66** .58** .60** .73** .57** .72** .78** .59** .49** .69** .49** (.55**) .67** .71** .76** .74** 
17. Clear .57»« .44»* .57*» .53" .66** .59** .61** .65** .68** .71** .78** .63** .56** .74** .54** .71** (.69**) .73** .73** .78** 
18. Genuine .59»» .49" .47" .47»» .71** .56** .66** .76** .64** .66** .80** .68** .51** .76** .53** .76** .77** (.58**) .76** .81** 
19. Polite .55»» .43" .57" .48" .64** .57** .55** .65** .62** .76** .68** .58** .47** .70** .48** .72** .74** .75** (.61**) .78** 
Manager .65*» .54" .68" .68" .83** .76** .78** .81** .72** .81** .87** .78** .65** .85** .68** .84** .87** .87** .84** (.92**) 
»» -p<.05,  •  -p<.01 
'See Table 3 for more complete description of items. 
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Each of the eight principal component analyses identified only one or two factor using 
Kaiser's criterion. The first factor for each of the principal component analyses explained 
from 48.% to 61.9% of the variance. Additionally, prior to rotation all items had a factor 
loadings of greater than .40 on the first factor. Thus, it was decided that the principal 
component analyses were each identifying only one factor. The factor loadmgs, the 
communalities, and the percent of variance explained for each factor are presented in 
Appendix D. Internal consistency reliability coefficients (a) were also calculated for the eight 
scales. The coefficients are presented in Table 8 for the development sample and research 
sample. 
Internal consistency reliability coefficients were also calculated for the sixteen scales 
representing Greenberg's four classes of justice for each of the four human resource issue. 
These coefficients are also presented in Table 8 for both the development and research 
samples. 
Research sample 
The remaining 311 employees comprised the research sample. Descriptive statistics 
were calculated for the demographic questions as they were for the test development sample. 
These are also shown in Table 2. 
For the remaining analyses, the scales used were the two scales based upon the results 
of the principal component analyses. Company Fairness and Manager Fairness, and the four 
scales based upon (Jreenberg's Taxonomy (1993a), Configural, Systemic, Informational, and 
Interpersonal Justice. Company Fairness represents whether the company is 
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Table 8. Coefficient alphas (a) for each of the scales 
Scales 
Salary - Company 
Salary - Manager 
Salary - Configural 
Salaiy - Systemic 
Salary - Informational 
Salary - Interpersonal 
Promotions - Company 
Promotions - Manager 
Promotions - Configural 
Promotions - Systemic 
Promotions - Informational 
Promotions - Interpersonal 
Scheduling - Company 
Scheduling - Manager 
Scheduling - Configural 
Scheduling - Systemic 
Scheduling - Informational 
Scheduling - Interpersonal 
Performance Appraisals - Company 
Performance Appraisals - Manager 
Performance Appraisals - Configural 
Performance Appraisals - Systemic 
Performance Appraisals - Informational 
Performance Appraisals - Interpersonal 
Development Sample 
.94 
.94 
.58 
.94 
.82 
.79 
.97 
.96 
.60 
.95 
.86 
.83 
.96 
.97 
.65 
.95 
.88 
.85 
.96 
.96 
.69 
.96 
.85 
.86 
Research Sample 
.92 
.94 
.60 
.94 
.84 
.84 
.95 
.95 
.65 
.96 
.88 
.88 
.95 
.95 
.64 
.97 
.91 
.88 
.96 
.95 
.71 
.96 
.85 
.86 
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following/encouraging aspects of fairness (Items 3 through 19 in Table 3). Manager Fairness 
(also Items 3 through 19 in Table 3) represents whether the employee's manager is being fair. 
Configural Justice represents whether the employees believe resources are being distributed 
fairly (Items 1 and 2 in Table 3). Systemic Justice represents whether the company and 
manager are following fair procedures (Items 3 through 15 in Table 3). Informational Justice 
represents whether employees perceive the company and manager are giving them clear and 
honest information (Items 16 and 17 in Table 3). Interpersonal Justice represents whether 
employees perceive the company and their manager are treating them fairly in that their is 
consideration and respect for the employee (Items 18 and 19 in Table 3). 
Comparison of scales 
Correlations between all the scales for the research sample are shown for each human 
resource issue in Tables 9 to 12. Across all four human resource issues, the scales with the 
highest correlations were Systemic Justice and Company Fairness or Manager Fairness with 
correlations ranging from .90 to .92. Also, across all four human resource issues either 
Configural Justice and Company Fairness or Configural Justice and Informational Justice 
were the scales with the lowest correlations ranging from .44 to 55. 
Among just Greenberg's classes of justice scales, the Configural Justice scale was the 
least related to the other three scales A\dth correlations ranging from .46 to 62. Systemic 
Justice was the most closely related to the other scales with correlations ranging from .76 to 
.87. Comparing the Interpersonal and Informational Justice scales across all human resource 
issues. Interpersonal Justice was more closely related to Configural Justice than Informational 
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Table 9. Correlations among salary scales 
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 
00 
1. Overall 1.00 
2. Situation .46 1.00 
3. Company .48 .27 1.00 
4. Manager .55 .45 .71 1.00 
5. Configural .92 .77 .46 .59 1.00 
6. Systemic .56 .39 .92 .91 .57 1.00 
7. Informational .47 .29 .76 .78 .46 .76 1.00 
8. Interpersonal .44 .44 .71 .82 .51 .77 .68 1.00 
All items were significantly different at p < .01 
Table 10. Correlations among promotion scales 
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 
1. Overall 1.00 
2. Situation .41 1.00 
3. Company .47 .24 1.00 
4. Manager .63 .51 .64 1.00 
5. Configural .88 .80 .44 .69 1.00 
6. Systemic .61 .41 .90 .90 .62 1.00 
7. Informational .53 .36 .82 .80 .54 .85 1.00 
8. Interpersonal .55 .43 .75 .83 .59 .82 .78 1.00 
All items were significantly different at p < .01 
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Table 11. Correlations among scheduling scales 
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 
1. Overall 1.00 
2. Situation .48 1.00 
3. Company .48 .36 1.00 
4. Manager .61 .43 .72 1.00 
5. Configural .87 .85 .48 .61 1.00 
6. Systemic .59 .43 .92 .92 .59 1.00 
7. Informational .51 .42 .83 .84 .54 .87 1.00 
8. Interpersonal .52 .30 .78 .83 .47 .83 .78 1.00 
All items were significantly different at p < .01 
Table 12. Correlations among performance appraisal scales 
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 
1. Overall 1.00 
2. Situation .57 1.00 
3. Company .47 .31 1.00 
4. Manager .71 .50 .72 1.00 
5. Configural .93 .84 .46 .70 1.00 
6. Systemic .62 .42 .92 .91 .61 1.00 
7. Informational .57 .40 .82 .82 .55 .84 1.00 
8. Interpersonal .60 .45 .77 .85 .61 .84 .77 1.00 
All items were significantly different at p < .01 
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Justice was. Also, Informational Justice was more closely related to Systemic Justice across 
all the scales than Interpersonal Justice was, except for the salary scales where these two 
scales were about equally related to Systemic Justice. 
The two items composing the Configural Justice scale were also compared to the other 
scales. The two items were employees' judgments of overall fairness (referred to as Overall 
Fairness) and employees'judgment of their situation compared to others (referred to as 
Situation). The relation of these items to the other scales are also shown in Tables 9 through 
12. Overall Fairness, employee's perceptions of overall fairness for each human resource, had 
the highest correlation with Manager Fairness, employee's perceptions of their manager's 
fairness. Situation, how employee's perceived their situation compared to others' situations, 
also had the highest correlation with Manager Fairness. These correlations ranged from .43 
for the Scheduling - Manager Fairness and Situation scales to .71 for the Performance 
Appraisals - Manager Fairness and Overall Fairness scales. 
Comparisons of the human resource issues 
The goals chosen for each scale are shown in Table 13. Equity refers to employees 
believing what an employee receives should reflect his/her quality and quantity of work. 
Equality refers to employees believing what an employee receives should be the same as what 
other employees receive. Need refers to employees believing what employees receive should 
help them meet their work and non-work needs. Most employees said salary, promotions, and 
performance appraisal decisions should be based upon Equity. The majority (54.7%) of the 
employees stated scheduling decisions should be based upon Need. However, a sizable 
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Table 13. Configural justice goals chosen for each issue 
Goals 
Equity Equality Need 
Salary Should be 
Currently 
94.2 % (258) 
44.9% (123) 
5.1% (14) 
48.5% (133) 
.7 % (2) 
4.0% (11) 
Promotions Should be 
Currently 
93.4% (256) 
53.3% (146) 
3.6% (10) 
37.2% (102) 
2.9% (8) 
5.8% (16) 
Scheduling Should be 
Currently 
9.9% (27) 
8.0% (22) 
33.9% (93) 
46.0% (126) 
54.7% (150) 
45.3% (124) 
Appraisals Should be 
Currently 
78.1% (214) 
52.2% (143) 
17.5% (48) 
41.2% (113) 
4.0% (11) 
5.8% (16) 
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percentage (33.9%) of employees also said scheduling decisions should be based upon 
Equality. 
There was incongruence between the goals that employees believed human resource 
decisions should be based upon and the goals the employees believed human resource 
decisions were currently being based upon. The majority of the employees said promotions 
(53.3%) and performance appraisals (52.2%) decisions were also currently based upon 
Equity, which was also how the employees said these human resource decisions should be 
made. However, many other employees said the decisions were currently based upon 
Equality, 37.2% for promotions and 41.2% for performance appraisals. Moreover, more 
employees said salaries were currently based upon Equality, 48.5%, than Equity, 44.95%. 
The employees were fairly evenly split between saying current scheduling decisions were 
based upon either Equality, 46.0%, or Need, 45.3%. 
Table 14 shows the number of employees who did and did not believe the company 
was currently using the Configural Justice goal they believed should be the basis for each 
human resource issue. Table 15 shows the magnitude of differences in perceptions of fairness 
between the employees who believed the company was currently using the Configural Justice 
goal they believed should be the basis for each human resource issue (Congruent) and the 
employees who did not believe the company was currently using the Configural Justice goal 
they believed should be the basis for each human resource issue (Incongruent). Employees 
who believed the current goal used to enact human resource decisions was not the one that 
should be used to enact those type of human resource decisions, the Incongruent group, had 
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Table 14. Percentage of employees with goals congruent or incongruent with believed 
company's goals 
Salary 
Promotions 
Scheduling 
Appraisals 
Congruent Goals 
47.1% (129) 
54.0% (148) 
62.8% (172) 
59.1% (162) 
Incongruent Goals 
52.9% (145) 
46.0% (126) 
37.2% (102) 
40.9% (112) 
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Table 15. Comparison of perceptions of fairness of employees with goals congruent or 
incongruent with company's goals 
Congruent Incongruent 
Factor M SD M SD F eta" 
Salary 
Overall 4.85 1.44 4.10 1.54 16.89** .06 
Situation 4.06 .84 3.72 1.03 8.43** .03 
Company 4.69 .97 4.12 1.12 17.40** .07 
Manager 4.45 1.04 3.77 1.21 20.11** .08 
Configural 4.45 .98 3.90 1.12 17.26** .06 
Systemic 4.49 .91 3.90 1.05 20.19** .08 
Interpersonal 5.05 1.08 4.48 1.28 14.74** .05 
Informational 4.63 1.36 3.84 1.44 20.75** .07 
Promotions 
Overall 4.52 1.48 3.28 1.59 43.82** .14 
Situation 3.88 1.14 3.31 1.42 13.26** .05 
Company 4.38 1.02 3.80 1.31 15.42** .06 
Manager 4.23 1.05 3.35 1.25 36.05** .13 
Configural 4.20 1.03 3.31 1.28 39.80** .13 
Systemic 4.24 .93 3.53 1.10 30.44** .11 
Interpersonal 4.79 1.11 4.09 1.40 20.22** .07 
Informational 4.36 1.24 3.30 1.45 40.50** .13 
Scheduling 
Overall 5.71 1.29 4.88 1.68 20.92** .07 
Situation 4.40 1.37 4.03 1.56 4.13* .02 
Company 5.08 .99 4.43 1.23 21.28** .08 
Manager 5.03 1.03 4.31 1.35 22.10** .08 
Configural 5.06 1.10 4.44 1.41 15.97** .06 
Systemic 4.79 .91 4.16 1.14 23.01** .09 
Interpersonal 5.32 1.11 4.62 1.38 20.01** .07 
Informational 5.32 1.10 4.54 1.42 24.11** .09 
Appraisals 
Overall 5.03 1.51 4.11 1.69 21.95** .08 
Situation 4.13 1.08 3.92 1.21 2.22 .01 
Company 4.86 1.04 4.34 1.23 12.53** .05 
Manager 4.62 1.17 4.03 1.34 13.03** .05 
Configural 4.60 1.12 4.03 1.31 14.91** .05 
Systemic 4.48 .97 3.94 1.13 15.36** .06 
Interpersonal 5.19 1.20 4.75 1.40 7.55** .03 
Informational 4.96 1.21 4.45 1.43 9.77** .04 
*p<.05, **p<.01 
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lower perceptions of fairness. This was illustrated across all of the organizational justice 
scales, except for the performance appraisal scale. Situation. The differences between the 
Congruent and Incongruent groups was relatively small for the Situation and Interpersonal 
Justice scales. Excluding the Situation and Interpersonal Justice scales, the effect sizes ranged 
from .04 to. 14. The effect sizes were the largest for the Overall Fairness scales. It was also 
relatively high for the Manager Fairness, Configural Justice, Systemic Justice, and 
Informational Justice scales. 
Table 16 shows the means and standard deviations for each of the scales for each of 
the human resource issues. Comparing the means and standard deviations between the four 
human resource issues, scheduling decisions were perceived as the most fair, followed by 
performance appraisals, salaries, and promotions. Across all of the human resource issues, the 
Interpersonal Justice scales were rated the highest. The scale rated the lowest differed across 
the issues. For scheduling and performance appraisals the scale rated the lowest was 
Systemic Justice. For salaries and promotions, the Manager Fairness scale was rated the 
lowest. Paired t-tests were used to compare the responses for each of the scales for each of 
the issues. All of the paired t-tests were significant at a p-value of .01 or below. 
The correlations were also computed between each of the issues for each of the scales. 
These are shown in Table 17. To identify the degree of relationship between each of the 
human resource issues, the strengths of the relationships between each of the issues for each 
of the scales was compared. The scales measuring the fairness of scheduling decisions, as 
would be expected, were the scales least related to the employees' perceptions of fairness for 
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Table 16. For the research sample the means and standard deviations for each 
organizational justice scale 
X SD n 
Salary Company 4.38 1.07 268 
Manager 4.05 1.18 261 
Configural 4.15 1.07 285 
Systemic 4.16 1.02 260 
Informational 4.17 1.42 294 
Interpersonal 4.74 1.22 291 
Promotions Company 4.10 1.20 276 
Manager 3.78 1.22 274 
Configural 3.77 1.22 302 
Systemic 3.89 1.07 273 
Informational 3.86 1.43 294 
Interpersonal 4.45 1.29 289 
Scheduling Company 4.83 1.15 276 
Manager 4.73 1.21 275 
Configural 4.80 1.28 303 
Systemic 4.54 1.05 274 
Informational 5.00 1.28 289 
Interpersonal 5.03 1.26 290 
Appraisals Company 4.65 1.14 269 
Manager 4.38 1.27 269 
Configural 4.35 1.23 297 
Systemic 4.26 1.07 268 
Informational 4.76 1.30 289 
Interpersonal 5.01 1.29 285 
Table 17. Correlations between each of the human resource issues for each of the scales 
Salarj' -
Promotions 
Salarj' -
Scheduling 
Salary -
Appraisals 
Promotions -
Scheduling 
Promotions -
Appraisals 
Scheduling -
Appraisals 
Overall .54 .29 .43 .22 .52 .44 
Situation .40 .18 .36 .18 .50 .34 
Manager .79 .59 .72 .63 .76 .73 
Company .83 .52 .74 .54 .73 .63 
Configural .57 .31 .48 .24 .62 .42 
Systemic .79 .50 .70 .55 .75 .65 
Informational .70 .47 .60 .51 .56 .55 
Interpersonal .76 .58 .70 .65 .70 .72 
All items significantally different using p < .01 
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the other human resource issues, especially salaiy and promotions. Employees' perceptions 
of the fairness of salary and promotion decisions were the most closely related between the 
issues looking across all the fairness and organizational justice scales. The relationship of 
employees' perceptions of the fairness of performance appraisal decisions to the other human 
resource issues was less distinguishable. However, employees' perceptions of the fairness of 
performance appraisals decisions appear to be more closely related to either the fairness of 
salary or promotional decisions than scheduling decisions, because performance appraisal 
scales never had their highest correlations with the comparable scheduling scale. Also, for 
over half of the performance appraisal scales, when comparing between the comparable scales 
for each of the four human resource issues, the comparable scheduling scale was the scale 
least related to the other scales. 
Demographic variables 
Gender 
Chi-square analyses were conducted comparing the males and females on their choices 
of goals. Goals refers to what goal employees believed should be used when administrating 
each human resource issues and what goal employees believed the company currently used for 
enacting human resource issues. The results are shown in Table 18. When asked what goal 
the employees believed should be the basis for enacting each of the human resource issues, the 
percentages of males and females choosing each of the Configural Justice goals for each of 
the four human resource issues did not differ. Also, for salaries, promotions, and scheduling, 
the genders did not differ on their choice of goal they believed the current decisions were 
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Table 18. Configural justice goals comparisons between males and females 
Goals 
Equity Equality Need 
Salarj' Should be Males 72 3 1 
% 94.7% 3.9% 1.3% 
Females 200 11 1 
% 94.3% 5.2% .5% 
II 
Currently Males 37 34 
% 52.1% 47.9% 
Females 86 99 11 
% 43.9% 50.5% 5.6% 
X'=4.82 (2) 
Promotions Should be Males 70 4 2 
% 92.1% 5.3% 2.6% 
Females 200 6 6 
% 94.3% 2.8% 2.8% 
X' = -99(2) 
Currently Males 40 28 2 
% 57.1% 40.0% 2.9% 
Females 106 74 14 
% 54.6% 38.1% 7.2% 
X'=1.72(2) 
Scheduling Should be Males 62 14 
% 81.6% 18.4% 
Females 164 36 11 
% 77.7% 17.1% 5.2% 
X'=3.53 (2) 
Currently Males 43 30 
% 58.9% 26.5% 
Females 100 83 16 
% 50.3% 41.7% 8.0% 
o
 
II 
ri 
Appraisals Should be Males 11 24 38 
% 15.1% 32.9% 52.1% 
Females 16 72 122 
% 7.6% 34.3% 58.1% 
X' = 4.13(2) 
Cunently Males 7 33 34 
% 9.5% 44.6% 45.9% 
Females 15 93 90 
% 7.6% 47.0% 45.5% 
y- = 6.63 (2)* 
* p < .05 
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based upon. Furthermore, for how they believed current performance appraisal processes 
decisions were based, the majority of the males and females thought the company based 
decisions upon Equity, 58.9% and 50.3%, respectively. However, females were more likely 
to say the company chose Equality (41.7%) and Need (8.0%) goals. Only 26.5% of the males 
chose Equality and none of the males chose Need as the goal for enacting performance 
appraisals. 
One-way analyses of variance were conducted to compare the males and females 
responses for each scale. The means, standard deviations, F-statistics, and eta-squared values 
are shown in Tables 19 and 20. Across all scales males perceptions of fairness were higher. 
The males' perceptions of fairness were statistically significantly higher for all Manager 
Fairness scales for all of the human resource issues. The males' perceptions of fairness were 
also significantly higher for all of the Promotion and Scheduling scales developed fi-om 
Greenberg's taxonomy, for the Salary scale measuring Informational Justice, and for the 
Performance Appraisal scale measuring Configural Justice. Even though these difference 
were statistically significant, the ejBFect sizes were very small with eta-squared only reaching 
.04 for two of the comparisons. 
Job level 
Employees at different job levels did not differ in their choice of goals for each of the 
human resource issues. Each level's choice of goals for each human resource issue are shown 
in Table 21. 
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Table 19. Differences between males and females in their perceptions of the fairness 
of the company and their manager for each human resource issue 
Factor 
Males 
M SD 
Females 
M SD F eta" 
Salary-
Company 4.41 1.00 4.37 1.10 .08 .00 
Manager 4.39 1.03 3.93 1.21 1.11** .03 
Promotions 
Company 4.26 1.00 4.04 1.25 1.65 .01 
Manager 4.19 .99 3.64 1.27 10.97** .04 
Scheduling 
Company 5.00 .89 4.77 1.22 2.05 .01 
Manager 5.12 .89 4.61 1.27 9.52** .04 
Appraisals 
Company 4.72 .90 4.63 1.21 .28 .00 
Manager 4.71 .98 4.27 1.33 6.36* .02 
* p < .05, ** p < .01 
Table 20. Differences between males and females' perceptions of justice for 
Greenberg's classes of justice for each human resources issue 
Factor 
Males 
M SD 
Females 
M SD F eta" 
Salary 
Configural 4.35 1.07 4.08 1.07 3.45 .01 
Systemic 4.32 1.01 4.10 1.02 2.30 .01 
Informational 5.04 1.07 4.64 1.26 5.78* .02 
Interpersonal 4.35 1.26 4.10 1.47 1.72 .01 
Promotions 
Configural 4.13 1.15 3.66 1.23 8.55** .03 
Systemic 4.15 .94 3.79 1.10 5.73* .02 
Informational 4.82 1.07 4.32 1.33 8.27** .03 
Interpersonal 4.22 1.30 3.74 1.45 6.39* .02 
Scheduling 
Configural 5.16 .99 4.68 1.34 8.22** .03 
Systemic 4.79 .81 4.45 1.11 5.44* .02 
Informational 5.34 .96 4.93 1.33 5.89* .02 
Interpersonal 5.27 1.00 4.91 1.35 4.22* .01 
Appraisals 
Configural 4.78 .97 4.21 1.27 12.36** .04 
Systemic 4.46 .86 4.19 1.12 3.16 .01 
Informational 5.24 .95 4.93 1.38 3.09 .01 
Interpersonal 4.83 1.17 4.74 1.34 .25 .00 
•p<.05, **p<.01 
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Table 21. Configural justice goals comparisons among employees at different job levels 
Goals 
Equity Equality Need 
Salary Should be Non-titled 121 8 
% 93.8% 6.2% 
Junior Titled 73 4 1 
% 93.6% 5.1% 1.3% 
Senior Titled 20 1 1 
% 90.9% 4.5% 4.5% 
Asst. Manager 14 1 
% 93.3% 6.7% 
Manager 10 
% 100.0% 
Officers 21 
% 100.0% 
X'= 8.13(2) 
Currently Non-titled 59 53 8 
% 49.2% 44.2% 6.7% 
Junior Titled 27 41 1 
% 39.1% 59.4% 1.4% 
Senior Titled 9 11 2 
% 40.9% 50.0% 9.1% 
Asst. Manager 6 8 
% 42.9% 57.1% 
Manager 4 6 
% 40.0% 60.0% 
Officers 11 9 
% 55.0% 45.0% 
9.94(2) 
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Table 21. (cont.) 
Goals 
Equity Equality' Need 
Promotions Should be Non-titled 121 4 4 
% 93.8% 3.1% 3.1% 
Junior Titled 72 3 3 
% 92.3% 3.8% 3.8% 
Senior Titled 21 I 
% 95.5% 4.5% 
Asst. Manager 14 1 
% 93.3% 6.7% 
Manager 9 1 
% 90.0% 10.0% 
Officers 20 1 
% 95.2% 4.8% 
X'= 4.69(2) 
Currently Non-titled 69 40 8 
% 59.0% 34.2% 6.8% 
Junior Titled 30 36 4 
% 42.9% 51.4% 5.7% 
Senior Titled 10 9 2 
% 47.6% 42.9% 9.5% 
Asst. Manager 7 5 2 
% 50.0% 35.7% 14.3% 
Manager 7 3 
% 70.0% 30.0% 
Officers 15 5 
% 75.0% 25.0% 
12.89(2) 
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Table 21. (cont.) 
Goals 
Equity Equality Need 
Scheduling Should be Non-titled 13 46 68 
% 10.2% 36.2% 53.5% 
Junior Titled 6 27 44 
% 7.8% 35.1% 57.1% 
Senior Titled 1 9 11 
% 4.8% 42.9% 52.4% 
Asst. Manager 1 4 10 
% 6.7% 26.7% 66.7% 
Manager 1 1 8 
% 10.0% 10.0% 80.0% 
Officers 3 3 15 
% 14.3% 14.3% 71.4% 
8.81 (2) 
Currently Non-titled 12 54 57 
% 9.8% 43.9% 46.3% 
Junior Titled 1 33 38 
% 1.4% 45.8% 52.8% 
Senior Titled 2 12 8 
% 9.1% 54.5% 36.4% 
Asst. Manager 3 7 4 
% 21.4% 50.0% 28.6% 
Manager 5 5 
% 50.0% 50.0% 
Otticers 1 8 11 
% 5.0% 40.0% 55.0% 
x'= 12.34 (2) 
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Table 21. (cont.) 
Goals 
Equity Equality Need 
Appraisals Should be Non-titled 101 23 5 
% 78.3% 17.8% 3.9% 
Junior Titled 56 18 3 
% 72.7% 23.4% 3.9% 
Senior Titled 18 3 1 
% 81.8% 13.6% 4.5% 
Asst. Manager 13 1 1 
% 86.7% 6.7% 6.7% 
Manager 10 
% 100.0% 
Officers 17 4 
% 81.0% 19.0% 
X'= 7.06(2) 
Currently Non-titled 63 50 9 
% 51.6% 41.0% 7.4% 
Junior Titled 35 33 4 
% 48.6% 45.8% 5.6% 
Senior Titled 11 9 2 
% 50.0% 40.9% 9.1% 
Asst. Manager 8 5 1 
% 57.1% 35.7% 7.1% 
Manager 6 4 
% 60.0% 40.0% 
Officers 14 6 
% 70.0% 30.0% 
5.18(2) 
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The means, standard deviations, F-statistics, and eta-squared values between 
employees at different job levels for each scale are shown in Tables 22 and 23. Officers had 
the highest perceptions of fairness for all scales. The perceptions of fairness of the oflBcers 
were significantly higher than the non-titled employees for Promotions - Manager Fairness 
scale with an eta-squared of .05. Officers also had statistically significantly higher perceptions 
of fairness than senior titled and managerial employees for the Scheduling - Manager Fairness 
and Systemic Justice scales. The eta-squareds for these comparisons were .05 and .06 
respectively. 
Employment history 
Table 24 shows the results for the comparisons of configural justice goals chosen for 
employees based upon whether employees had prior work experience or not. For scheduling 
decisions, most employees thought the company chose Need as the goal for deciding 
scheduling decisions. The Equality goal was the next highest chosen and Equity was the least 
chosen. For employees with prior work experience Equality goals came in a strong second 
with 35.9% choosing Equality, and Equity was clearly least chosen with only 7.7% choosing 
Equity. However, the employees without prior work experience were more evenly split 
between the two with 22.9% choosing Equality and 18.8% choosing Equity. 
The means, standard deviations, F-statistics, and eta-squared values for employees 
who had worked at other jobs and those who had not are shown for each in Tables 25 and 26. 
Across all scales employees who had no prior work experiences' perceptions of fairness were 
higher. However, the differences between the two groups was statistically significant only for 
Table 22. Differences among employees at different job levels in their perceptions of the fairness of the company and 
their manager for each human resource issue 
Non Jr. Tit Sr. Tit Asst. Mngr Office 
Factor M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD F eta" 
Salaij' 
Company 4.30 1.07 4.35 1.05 4.45 1.17 4.33 1.32 4.54 .97 4.85 1.00 .88 .02 
Manager 3.89^ 1.13 4.09 1.25 4.23 1.08 4.11 1.08 4.09 1.09 4.76' 1.13 1.86 .04 
Promotions 
Company 4.01 1.24 4.00 1.18 4.30 .98 4.24 1.33 4.32 1.05 4.65 .95 1.24 .02 
Manager 3.56® 1.21 3.78 1.20 4.13 .93 4.07 1.26 3.93 1.24 4.56° 1.25 2.85* .05 
Scheduling 
Company 4.86 1.18 4.84 1.17 4.41 1.12 4.54 1.17 4.45 1.30 5.29 .64 1.54 .03 
Manager 4.74 1.15 4.84 1.22 4.30" 1.28 4.62 1.15 3.91*' 1.34 5.50='' .77 3.19** .06 
Appraisals 
Company 4.66 1.13 4.59 1.19 4.70 1.14 4.76 1.21 4.73 1.23 4.53 1.12 .13 .00 
Manager 4.27 1.24 4.43 1.32 4.53 1.18 4.71 1.14 4.47 1.19 4.65 1.39 .64 .01 
*p<.05, **p<.Ol 
Table 23. Differences among employees at different job levels' perceptions of justice for Greenberg's classes of justice 
for each human resources issue 
Non Jr. Tit Sr. Tit Asst. Mngr Officer 
Factor M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD F eta^ 
Salary 
Configural 4.17 1.04 4.02 1.09 4.16 1.03 4.30 1.13 4.13 1.07 4.73 1.06 1.45 .03 
Systemic 4.03 .98 4.18 1.02 4.28 1.00 4.14 1.11 4.24 1.05 4.76 1.05 1.67 ,03 
Information 4.52 1,21 4,92 1.18 5.05 1.36 4.68 1.16 4,77 1.12 5.17 1.21 1.99 ,04 
Interperson 4.01 1.41 4.10 1.46 4.16 1.51 4.23 1.72 4,50 1.01 4.88 1.21 1.42 ,03 
Promotions 
Configural 3.63' 1.29 3.83 1.15 3.83 1.27 3.73 1.22 3.71 1.20 4.48' 1.01 1.78 ,03 
Systemic 3.74' 1.09 3.81 1.01 4.19 .76 4.12 1.20 4.04 1.10 4.52' 1.02 2.38 ,04 
Information 4.24 1.29 4.50 1.33 4.63 1.17 4.58 1.17 4.70 1.28 5.13 1.02 1.96 ,04 
Interperson 3.72' 1.40 3.81 1.41 4.03 1.51 3.92 1.50 4.07 1.30 4.75' 1.34 1.94 ,03 
Scheduling 
Configural 4.93 1.18 4.75 1.24 4.48 1.36 4.53 1.61 4.29 1.84 5.29 .75 1.75 .03 
Systemic 4.58 1.05 4.59 1.08 4.08" 1.04 4.29 1.05 3,91"' 1.20 5.12°'' .63 2.85* .05 
Information 4.96 1.31 5.16 1.26 4.82 1.29 5.05 1.17 4,57 1.36 5.65 .67 1.54 .03 
Interperson 5.04 1.28 5.01 1.36 4.53 1.16 4.82 1.40 4.64 1.23 5.67 .72 1.85 .03 
Appraisals 
Configural 4.23 1.17 4.41 1.34 4.42 1.28 4.53 1.53 4.50 1.09 4.78 ,91 .87 .02 
Systemic 4.20 1,07 4.26 1.10 4.32 1.00 4.41 1.09 4.33 1.15 4.36 1,15 .18 .00 
Information 4.90 1,32 5.10 1.27 5.13 1.40 5.38 1.26 4.91 1.34 5.11 1,19 .59 .01 
Interperson 4.75 1,30 4.67 1.40 4.95 1.13 5.07 1.33 4.84 1.29 4.64 1.41 .37 .01 
* p < .05 
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Table 24. Configural justice goals comparisons between employees who have and have not 
worked for other companies 
Goals 
Equity Equality Need 
Salary Should be Other 225 12 2 
% 94.1% 5.0% .8% 
First 46 2 
% 95.8% 4.2% 
X' = .75 (2) 
Currently Other 100 113 10 
% 44.8% 50.7% 4.5% 
First 22 20 1 
% 51.2% 46.5% 2.2% 
X'=4.82 (2) 
Promotions Should be Other 221 10 8 
% 92.5% 4.2% 3.3% 
First 48 
% 100.0% 
X' = -3.86(2) 
Currently Other 120 86 15 
% 54.3% 38.9% 6.8% 
First 25 16 1 
% 59.5% 38.1% 2.4% 
X'=1.31(2) 
Scheduling Should be Other 18 84 132 
% 7.7% 35.9% 56.4% 
First 9 11 28 
% 18.8% 22.9% 58.3% 
X'=7.10* (2) 
Currently Other 17 109 101 
% 7.5% 48.0% 44.5% 
First 5 16 23 
% 11.4?/o 36.4% 52.3% 
X' = 2.25 (2) 
Appraisals Should be Other 186 42 10 
% 78.2% 17.6% 4.2% 
First 39 8 1 
% 81.3% 16.7% 2.1% 
li 
Currently Other 121 92 15 
% 53.1% 40.4% 6.6% 
First 21 21 1 
% 48.8% 48.8% 2.3% 
x'=1.86(2) 
* p < .05 
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Table 25. Differences between employees who have and have not worked for other 
companies in their perceptions of the fairness of the company and their 
manager for each human resource issue 
Factor 
Others 
M SD 
First 
M SD F eta" 
Salary 
Company 4.34 1.10 4.56 .92 1.52 .01 
Manager 4.01 1.21 4.24 1.00 1.45 .01 
Promotions 
Company 4.05 1.21 4.29 1.13 1.43 .01 
Manager 3.72 1.23 4.03 1.20 2.41 .01 
Scheduling 
Company 4.80 1.18 4.98 .97 .95 .00 
Manager 4.66 1.24 5.12 .96 5.64* .02 
Appraisals 
Company 4.63 1.16 4.76 1.04 .54 .00 
Manager 4.34 1.32 4.52 .97 .73 .00 
* p < .05 
Table 26. Differences between employees who have and have not worked for other 
companies' perceptions of justice for Greenberg's classes of justice for 
each human resources issue 
Others First 
Factor M SD M SD F eta" 
Salary 
Configural 4.09 1.07 4.42 1.04 3.83 .01 
Systemic 4.12 1.05 4.30 .85 1.05 .00 
Informational 4.68 1.24 5.03 1.12 3.27 .01 
Interpersonal 4.12 1.42 4.35 1.44 1.12 .00 
Promotions 
Configural 3.74 1.22 3.92 1.25 .91 .00 
Systemic 3.84 1.08 4.10 1.04 2.28 .01 
Informational 4.41 1.30 4.62 1.24 1.07 .00 
Interpersonal 3.79 1.41 4.19 1.48 3.27 .01 
Scheduling 
Configural 4.74 1.30 5.10 1.17 3.36 .01 
Systemic 4.49 1.08 4.80 .88 3.46 .01 
Informational 5.01 1.28 5.13 1.17 .39 .00 
Interpersonal 4.94 1.33 5.29 .96 2.89 .01 
Appraisals 
Configural 4.30 1.21 4.58 1.31 2.17 .01 
Systemic 4.22 l.IO 4.41 .86 1.09 .00 
Informational 4.99 1.33 5.09 l . I l  .24 .00 
Interpersonal 4.77 1.32 4.70 1.20 .10 .00 
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the Scheduling - Manager Fairness scale (F = 5.64. p < .05) and for this comparison the effect 
size, eta-squared, was only .02. 
Organizational variables 
Office location 
Whether employees worked in field, satellite offices, or corporate center also 
influenced their choice of goals for promotion and scheduling decisions and also how they 
viewed the company's choice of goals for these decisions. The choices of goals for each of 
these groups are shown in Table 27. The groups differed slightly in choices of goals for 
promotion decisions. Most employees thought promotion decisions should be based upon 
Equity (ranging fi-om 90.2% to 95.1% for the groups) and are being based upon Equity 
(ranging from 42.1% to 52.9% for the groups); however, a higher percentage of employees in 
the satellite offices believed promotion decisions should be based upon Need (9.8%) and are 
being made upon Need (21.2%) than either field or corporate center employees. Of the field 
employees about one percent said promotion decisions should be based upon Need and about 
four percent said promotion decisions are being based upon Need. Of the corporate center 
employees about two percent said promotion decisions should be based upon Need and about 
four percent said promotion decisions are being based upon Need. 
For scheduling decisions employees in all offices thought scheduling decisions should 
be based upon Need, followed by Equality, and lastly Equity. However, the splits between 
these goals differed. The corporate center employees predominantly chose Need, 64.2%, 
while only 53.8% of the satellite employees chose Need, and only 41.8% of the field 
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Table 27. Configural justice goals comparisons among employees at different office locations 
Goals 
Equity Equality Need 
Salary Should be Field 77 2 2 
% 95.1% 2.5% 2.5% 
Satellite 39 2 
% 95.1% 4.9% 
Coip. 156 10 
% 94.0% 6.0% 
6-54(2) 
Currently Field 32 40 4 
% 42.1% 52.6% 5.3% 
Satellite 18 13 3 
% 52.9% 38.2% 8.8% 
Corp. 73 80 4 
% 46.5% 51.0% 2.5% 
X'= 4.70(2) 
Promotions Should be Field 78 2 1 
% 96.3% 2.5% 1.2% 
Satellite 37 4 
% 90.2% 9.8% 
Corp. 155 8 3 
% 93.4% 4.8% 1.8% 
11.08»(2) 
Currently Field 39 34 3 
% 51.3% 44.7% 3.9% 
Satellite 20 6 7 
% 60.6% 18.2% 21.2% 
Corp. 87 62 6 
% 56.1% 40.0% 3.9% 
7,^= 19.07** (2) 
*p<.05, **p<.01 
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Table 27. (cont.) 
Goals 
Equity Equality Need 
Scheduling Should be Field 16 30 33 
% 20.3% 38.0% 41.8% 
Satellite 1 17 21 
% 2.6% 43.6% 53.8% 
Coip. 10 49 106 
% 6.1% 29.7% 64.2% 
= 20.74** (2) 
Currently Field 11 35 30 
% 14.5% 46.1% 39.5% 
Satellite 26 9 
% 74.3% 25.7% 
Corp. 11 65 85 
% 6.8% 40.4% 52.8% 
X^= 19.61** (2) 
Appraisals Should be Field 66 11 4 
% 81.5% 13.6% 4.9% 
Satellite 30 8 3 
% 73.2% 19.5% 7.3% 
Corp. 130 31 4 
% 78.8% 18.8% 2.4% 
X'= 3.62(2) 
Currently Field 38 35 4 
% 49.4% 45.5% 5.2% 
Satellite 19 13 6 
% 52.8% 36.1% 11.1% 
Corp. 86 65 8 
% 54.1% 40.9% 5.0% 
7.'= 2.71 (2) 
*p<.05, **p<.01 
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employees chose Need. The field employees were almost evenly split between Equality and 
Need, 38.0% and 41.8%, and a larger share of them also chose Equity 20.3%. These groups 
again differed on what goal they believed the company's decisions were actually based upon. 
The majority of the corporate center employees chose Need, 52.8%. More field employees 
chose Equality, 46.1% than Need, 39.5%. Satellite office employees predominantly chose 
Equality, 74.3%, while only 25.7% chose Need. 
The means, standard deviations, F-statistics, and eta-squared values between 
employees who had worked at different locations. Corporate Center, Satellite, or Field Office, 
for each scale are shown in Tables 28 and 29. Corporate Center employees' perceptions of 
fairness were higher for all scales. Corporate Center and Field Office employees were 
statistically significantly different at an alpha level of .05 on the scales Salary - Configural 
Justice, Scheduling - Manager Fairness, Scheduling - Configural Justice, Scheduling -
Interpersonal Justice, and Performance Appraisals - Configural Justice. Again the effect sizes 
were low. The highest was for Scheduling - Configural Justice with an eta-squared of .05. 
Business unit 
The employees in the business units differed in the percentages choosing the goal they 
believed the company chose for promotion and scheduling decisions. These differences are 
shown in Table 30. Business units B and C clearly thought promotion decisions were based 
upon Equity. In Business Unit B 62.5% chose Equity and in Business Unit C 74.4% chose 
Equity. More employees in Business Units A and D also chose Equity, but not as high of 
percentages, 54.9% and 50.0% respectively. In contrast, the majority of the employees in 
Table 28. Differences between employees at different office locations in their perceptions of the 
fairness of the company and their manager for each human resource issue 
Factor 
Field 
M SD 
Satellite 
M SD 
Corporate 
M SD F eta^ 
Salarj' 
Company 4.45 1.02 4.10 1.05 4.41 1.10 1.55 .01 
Manager 3.85 1.24 4.12 1.05 4.14 1.17 1.71 .01 
Promotions 
Company 4.27 1.15 3.73 1.12 4.10 1.23 2.55 .02 
Manager 3.78 1.24 3.69 1.19 3.80 1.23 .12 .00 
Scheduling 
Company 4.75 1.18 4.63 1.35 4.92 1.07 1.28 .01 
Manager 4.37" 1.37 4.74 1.19 4.92" 1.08 5.68** .04 
Appraisals 
Company 4.70 1.24 4.54 1.02 4.66 1.12 .25 .00 
Manager 4.17 1.38 4.40 1.18 4.48 1.22 1.48 .01 
•* p< .01 
Table 29. Differences between employees at different office locations' perceptions of justice 
for Greenberg's classes of justice for each human resources issue 
Factor 
Field 
M SD 
Satellite 
M SD 
Corporate 
M SD F eta" 
Salary 
Configural 4.01 1.18 3.86 1.11 4.30 .98 3.86* .03 
Systemic 4.08 1.02 4.03 .96 4.23 1.04 .87 .01 
Informational 4.61 1.29 4.71 1.18 4.81 1.20 .71 .00 
Interpersonal 4.21 1.44 4.14 1.36 4.16 1.44 .04 .00 
Promotions 
Configural 3.75 I.IO 3.55 1.25 3.84 1.28 .92 .01 
Systemic 4.01 1.05 3.67 1.05 3.87 1.09 1.30 .01 
Informational 4.42 1.35 4.31 1.39 4.49 1.24 .32 .00 
Interpersonal 4.04 1.32 3.42 1.50 3.88 1.44 2.61 .02 
Scheduling 
Configural 4.38" 1.46 4.70 .97 5.03" 1.18 8.19** .05 
Systemic 4.34 1.13 4.43 1.23 4.67 .95 2.79 .02 
Informational 4.77 1.39 5.10 1.23 5.16 1.18 2.74 .02 
Interpersonal 4.71" 1.35 4.89 1.45 5.19" 1.18 4.05* .03 
Appraisals 
Configural 4.03" 1.33 4.29 1.09 4.52" 1.18 4.70** .03 
Systemic 4.21 1.10 4.18 1.03 4.30 1.07 .28 .00 
Informational 4.83 1.45 5.05 1.34 5.08 1.20 1.07 .01 
Interpersonal 4.69 1.33 4.79 1. 21 4.79 1.32 .18 .00 
*p<.05, **p<.01 
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Table 30. Configural justice goals comparisons among employees in different business unit 
Goals 
Equity Equality Need 
Salary Should be A 54 1 
% 98.2% 1.8% 
B 56 1 
% 98.2% 1.8% 
C 41 4 
% 91.1% 8.9% 
D 62 3 
% 95.4% 4.6% 
Other 50 4 1 
% 90.9% 7.3% 1.8% s 0
0 00 II 
Currently A 24 25 3 
% 46.2% 48.1% 5.8% 
B 27 18 4 
% 55.1% 36.7% 8.2% 
C 27 15 1 
% 62.8% 34.9% 2.3% 
D 25 34 2 
% 41.0% 55.7% 3.3% 
Other 18 32 1 
% 35.3% 62.7% 2.0% 
X'= 13.89 (2) 
Promotions Should be A 53 1 1 
% 96.4% 1.8% 1.8% 
B 53 4 
% 93.0% 7.0% 
C 43 2 
% 95.6% 4.4% 
D 61 2 2 
% 93.8% 3.1% 3.1% 
Otlier 50 4 1 
% 90.9% 7.3% 1.8% 
10.36(2) 
Currently A 28 20 3 
% 54.9% 39.2% 5.9% 
B 30 10 8 
% 62.5% 20.8% 16.7% 
C 32 11 
% 74.4% 25.6% 
D 31 27 4 
% 50.0% 43.5% 6.5% 
Other 19 29 1 
% 38.8% 59.2% 2.0% 
29.97** (2) 
** p < .01 
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Table 30. (cont.) 
Goals 
Equity Equality Need 
Scheduling Should be A 5 17 32 
% 9.3% 31.5% 59.3% 
B 1 23 32 
% 1.8% 41.1% 57.1% 
C 2 13 30 
% 4.4% 28.9% 66.7% 
D 10 20 35 
% 15.4% 30.8% 53.8% 
Other 9 18 27 
% 16.7% 33.3% 50.0% 
12.44(2) 
Currently A 4 27 21 
% 7.7% 51.9% 40.4% 
B 1 34 16 
% 2.0% 66.7% 31.4% 
C 4 15 25 
% 9.1% 34.1% 56.8% 
D 8 27 26 
% 13.1% 44.3% 42.6% 
Other 3 18 33 
% 5.6% 33.3% 61.1% 
X^= 20.01** (2) 
Appraisals Should be A 42 9 4 
% 76.4% 16.4% 7.3% 
B 44 11 2 
% 77.2% 19.3% 3.5% 
C 30 11 3 
% 68.2% 25.0% 6.8% 
D 54 11 
% 83.1% 16.9% 
Other 47 7 1 
% 85.5% 12.7% 1.8% 
y^= 9.51 (2) 
Currently A 25 24 3 
% 48.1% 46.2% 5.8% 
B 26 20 5 
% 51.0% 39.2% 9.8% 
C 25 16 2 
% 58.1% 37.2% 4.7% 
D 33 28 1 
% 53.2% 45.2% 1.6% 
Other 29 20 4 
% 54.7% 37.7% 7.5% 
Y^= 5.12(2) 
**p< .01  
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Other business units chose Equality, 59.2%. For scheduling decisions, the majority of the 
employees in Business Unit C and Other business units chose Need as what they believed the 
basis for the company's decisions was. The goal chosen by the most employees in Business 
Units A, B, and D, though, was Equality with 51.9%, 66.7%, and 44.3% respectively. 
The means, standard deviations, F-statistics, and eta-squared values are shown for 
each human resource issue between employees in different business units in Tables 31 and 32. 
There were no significant differences between the business units in their perceptions of 
organizational justice for any of the Company and Manager Fmmess scales or for any of 
Greenberg's Organizational Justice scales. 
Work schedules 
The employees who worked regular or worked other schedules did not differ in their 
choices of configural justice goals for any of the human resource issues. The choices of goals 
for each of these groups is shown in Table 33. 
The means, standard deviations, F-statistics, and eta-squared values between 
employees who worked regular or other schedules for each scale are shown in Tables 34 and 
35. Across all scales employees who did not work "regular" schedules' perceptions of fairness 
was higher. However, the difference was not statistically significant, using an alpha level of 
.05, for any of the comparisons of the scales. 
Table 31. Differences among employees in different business units in their perceptions of the fairness of 
the company and their manager for each human resource issue 
Factor 
A 
M SD 
B 
M SD 
C 
M SD 
D 
M SD 
Other 
F eta^ 
Salary 
Company 4.57 .98 4.13 1.08 4.41 1.19 4.43 1.01 4.39 1.13 1.19 .02 
Manager 4.13 1.22 4.08 1.04 4.10 1.26 3.95 1.23 4.09 1.16 .21 .01 
Promotions 
Company 4.35 1.30 3.72 1.18 4.07 1.12 4.21 1.14 4.12 1.19 2.12 .03 
Manager 3.96 1.25 3.58 1.24 3.78 1.17 3.66 1.27 3.92 1.20 .94 .01 
Scheduling 
Company 4.98 1.20 4.68 1.25 4.86 1.10 4.77 1.12 4.86 1.12 .49 .01 
Manager 4.70 1.35 4.83 1.14 4.76 1.24 4.54 1.25 4.87 1.14 .67 .01 
Appraisals 
Company 4.92 1.11 4.59 1.01 4.60 1.24 4.54 1.20 4.60 1.14 .93 .01 
Manager 4.46 1.30 4.56 1.09 4.33 1.32 4,21 1.36 4.33 1.24 .61 .01 
Table 32. Differences among employees in different business units' perceptions of justice for 
Greenberg's classes of justice for each human resources issue depending upon business 
unit 
A B C D Other 
Factor M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD F eta" 
Salary 
Configural 4.26 1.04 4.11 1.10 3.95 1.18 4.15 .97 4.33 1.05 .98 .01 
Systemic 4.30 .93 4.04 .99 4.19 1.16 4.13 .99 4.17 1.08 .44 .01 
Informational 4.82 1.18 4.64 1.27 4.78 1.26 4.63 1.26 4.90 1.09 .56 .01 
Interpersonal 4.40 1.14 4.06 1.45 4.17 1.53 4.14 1.47 4.16 1.50 .46 .01 
Promotions 
Configural 3.93 1.13 3.57 1.30 3.88 1.11 3.61 1.16 3.87 1.38 1.12 .02 
Systemic 4.09 1.07 3.61 1.13 3.87 1.02 3.89 .99 3.95 1.11 1.44 .02 
Informational 4.72 1.23 4.20 1.36 4.39 1.34 4.32 1.28 4.60 1.22 1.54 .02 
Interpersonal 4.25" 1.37 3.47° 1.47 3.89 1.40 3.85 1.30 3.85 1.53 2.20 .03 
Scheduling 
Configural 4.78 1.17 4.91 .86 4.95 1.05 4.63 1.45 4.80 1.52 .59 .01 
Systemic 4.60 1.08 4.50 1.13 4.59 1.06 4.44 1.06 4.59 1.01 .23 .00 
Informational 5.06 1.21 5.17 1.21 5.01 1.35 4.81 1.28 5.17 1.26 .83 .01 
Interpersonal 5.00 1.30 4.97 1.38 5.06 1.26 4.86 1.36 5.15 1.13 .43 .01 
Appraisals 
Configural 4.49 1.21 4.37 1.05 4.30 1.06 4.08 1.24 4.54 1.40 1.43 .02 
Systemic 4.47 1.00 4.29 .95 4.22 1.19 4.12 1.13 4.20 1.05 .84 .01 
Informational 5.16 1.13 5.17 1.22 4.82 1.43 4.85 1.45 5.08 1.19 .90 .01 
Interpersonal 4.92 1.23 4.79 1.23 4.70 1.31 4.68 1.43 4.61 1.30 .46 .01 
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Table 33. Configural justice goals comparisons between employees with regular and with 
other work schedules 
Goals 
Equity Equality Need 
Should be Regular 255 14 2 
% 94.1% 5.2% .7% 
Other 16 
% 100.0% 
Currently Regular 114 127 " 11 
% 45.2% 50.4% 4.4% 
Other 9 6 
% 60.0% 40.0% 
Should be Regular 255 8 8 
% 94.1% 3.0% 3.0% 
Other 14 2 
% 87.5% 12.5% 
Currently Regular 138 95 16 
% 55.4% 38.2% 6.4% 
Other 8 7 
% 53.3% 46.7% 
Should be Regular 24 92 150 
% 9.0% 34.6% 56.4% 
Other 3 3 10 
% 18.8% 18.8% 62.5% 
Currently Regular 19 119 118 
% 7.4% 46.5% 46.1% 
Other 3 6 6 
% 20.0% 40.0% 40.0% 
Should be Regular 210 49 11 
% 77.8% 18.1% 4.1% 
Other 15 1 
% 93.8% 6.3% 
Currently Regular 132 108 16 
% 51.6% 42.2% 6.3% 
Other 10 5 
% 66.7% 33.3% 
X-=100(2) 
r=l-63(2) 
X'- = 4.50(2) 
X-=1.24(2) 
X' = 2.71(2) 
X -3.01(2) 
X- = 2.36 (2) 
7'=1.82 (2) 
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Table 34. Differences between employees who work regular and who work other 
schedules in their perceptions of the fairness of the company and their 
manager for each human resource issue 
Factor 
Regular 
M SD 
Other 
M SD F eta" 
Salary 
Company 4.38 1.07 4.57 1.05 .43 .00 
Manager 4.04 1.18 4.45 1.15 1.56 .01 
Promotions 
Company 4.09 1.19 4.33 1.30 .55 .00 
Manager 3.78 1.22 3.83 1.40 .02 .00 
Scheduling 
Company 4.81 1.16 5.15 .85 1.14 .00 
Manager 4.72 1.22 5.00 .79 .74 .00 
Appraisals 
Company 4.63 1.15 5.16 .78 2.96 .01 
Manager 4.35 1.27 5.00 1.01 3.32 .01 
Table 35. Differences between employees who work regular and who work other 
schedules in their perceptions of justice for Greenberg's classes of justice 
for each human resources issue 
Factor 
Regular 
M SD 
Other 
M SD F eta" 
Salary 
Configural 4.14 1.07 4.43 .98 1.06 .00 
Systemic 4.15 1.02 4.47 1.00 1.27 .00 
Informational 4.73 1.23 4.96 1.03 .49 .00 
Interpersonal 4.14 1.42 4.83 1.51 2.89 .01 
Promotions 
Configural 3.76 1.22 4.09 1.25 1.14 .00 
Systemic 3.88 1.07 4.01 1.21 .19 .00 
Informational 4.45 1.30 4.46 1.13 .00 .00 
Interpersonal 3.85 1.43 4.14 1.45 .55 .00 
Scheduling 
Configural 4.76 1.28 5.24 1.15 2.21 .01 
Systemic 4.52 1.07 4.80 .74 .88 .00 
Informational 5.01 1.27 5.52 .96 2.20 .01 
Interpersonal 4.99 1.29 5.30 1.08 .81 .00 
Appraisals 
Configural 4.31 1.24 5.06 .81 6.10* .02 
Systemic 4.24 1.08 4.75 .77 2.95 .01 
Informational 4.97 1.29 5.88 1.03 6.67* .02 
Interpersonal 4.73 1.31 5.52 .97 4.97* .02 
* p < .05 
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DISCUSSION 
Initially this study began as a result of the question: How does decentralization impact 
employees' perceptions of fairness? However, as the fairness literature was reviewed, other 
issues became apparent in researching fairness. Thus, this research has resulted in focusing 
upon these issues in addressing fairness and as an initial step in the understanding of 
decentralization's impact on employees' perceptions of fairness. 
The first question encountered was how to measure fairness. Greenberg's taxonomy 
of the classes of organizational justice was used as the basis. The taxonomy appears to be a 
comprehensive categorization of the aspects of fairness based upon past research. However, 
Greenberg did not develop a questionnaire incorporating all the components of justice he 
discussed in his descriptions of the classes of organizational justice mentioned in the 
taxonomy. Therefore, a measure was developed for this study by compiling items 
corresponding to the aspects of justice delineated by Greenberg (1993a) and by reviewing past 
measures to incorporate other aspects of justice specified by other researchers (Bies & Moag, 
1986; Lind & Tyler, 1988; Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Tyler & Lind, 1992; and Moorman, 
1993). Thus, one component of this study was a psychometric evaluation of the fairness 
measure developed. The results were conflicting in terms of Greenberg's taxonomy. An 
exploratory factor analyses did not identify the classes of organizational justice delineated by 
Greenberg; however, when placing the items in the a priori designated classes of justice, the 
magnitudes of the relationships between the classes of justice were comparable to 
expectations fi-om relationships specified in the taxonomy. That is, the classes of justice with 
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more similar components were also more related. Similar components refers to whether the 
classes of justice compared both emphasized structural or social components or whether the 
classes of justice compared both emphasized distributive or procedural justice. 
Another aspect of this study was analyzing the generalizability of the concept of 
fairness across human resource issues. Participants in this study were asked similar questions 
regarding theu" perceptions of fairness towards four human resource issues: salaries, 
promotions, scheduling decisions, and performance appraisals. Employees' degree of 
perceived fakness varied among the human resource issues, but the relations between the 
components of fairness were comparable for each of the human resource issues. Employees 
also chose different configural justice goal — equality, equity, or need ~ to be important 
depending upon the human resource issue being addressed. The significance of these results 
and possible reasons for them are discussed later in the Discussion. 
Another goal of this study was to compare employees' perceptions of fairness 
depending upon various demographic variables. The sample used for this study was fairly 
homogeneous, since the employees came from the same company and the company has just 
one main line of business, financial services. However, there were still some statistically 
significant, but small, differences found between males and females, among employees at 
different job levels, and between employees with varying employment histories in their 
perceptions of fairness. The magnitude, significance and reasons for the differences, and the 
implications of these results are discussed in more detail later in the Discussion. 
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The management in the participating organization had stated decentralization was 
occurring. Some human resource issues were being administered differently for business 
units, for different locations, and for employees who did not work regular hours compared to 
those who did. So, another component of this study was identifying differences in employees' 
perceptions of justice across these organizational factors. Even though the management had 
stated prior to the study decentralization was occurring, few dififerences were found between 
these employee groups. Again, these results are discussed more thoroughly later in the 
Discussion. 
Greenberg's taxonomy 
Psychometric evaluation of measure 
Exploratory principal component analyses was conducted to analyze the underlying 
relationships between the items in the survey and to answer the question; Would the principal 
component analyses result in factors comparable to Greenberg's classes of justice? Principal 
component analyses were conducted separately for each human resource issue (salaries, 
promotions, scheduling decisions, and performance appraisals) for employees' perceptions of 
the company and for employees' perceptions of their manager. 
The items did not load on separate factors for Greenberg's classes of systemic, 
mformational, and interpersonal justice as predicted; instead for each analyses the items only 
loaded on one factor. These results may have occurred because of either methodological or 
theoretical reasons. 
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In reference to the method used, one possible reason for the identification of only one 
factor was the analyses were heavily weighted with a wide variety of systemic questions, 
because researchers have listed a number of components to systemic justice (i.e., Leventhal, 
1980; Barret-Howard & Tyler, 1986; and Folger & Bies, 1989). Informational and 
interpersonal justice, on the other hand, have been more narrowly defined by Greenberg 
(1993a). Thus, there may have been more variation among the aspects of systemic justice 
than between the systemic justice questions and the informational and interpersonal justice 
questions. This may have resulted in the separate factors not being identified for interpersonal 
and informational justice. 
In relation to theory, another possible reason for all of the items loading on only one 
factor is even though the items were written to measure the separate components of 
organizational justice, the items all measured the construct of organizational justice; therefore, 
might load on the same factor because they were measuring the same general construct, 
organizational justice. The principal component analyses may not have identified the 
separate subcomponents to organizational justice, because people may have not differentiated 
the subcomponents of organizational justice to the extent specified in Greenberg's taxonomy. 
The factors identified fi'om the principal component analyses were called Company 
Fmmess and Manager Fdmess. For comparison, the items constructed a priori to measure 
each of Greenberg's four classes of justice were combined across the Company Fairness and 
Manager Fairness questions to form the Configural, Systemic, Informational, and 
Interpersonal Justice scales. 
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Comparison of scales 
When reviewing the relationships among the scales, there is some support for 
Greenberg's taxonomy. However, some of the results appear to be caused by the format of 
the questionnaire. Other results suggest the need to fiirther define the relationships between 
the components of organizational justice beyond what was described in Greenberg's 
taxonomy. 
Across all four human resource issues the highest correlations were between the 
Systemic Justice scale and either the Company Fairness scale or the Manager scale. These 
high correlations likely resulted because the scales were composed of many of the same items. 
The scales with the weakest relationships across all four human resource issues were either 
Configural Justice and Company Fairness or Configural Justice and Informational Justice. 
Configural Justice probably had the lowest correlations vwth all of the other scales, because of 
the different response pattern it used. This does not answer the question, though, why 
Configural Justice had the weakest relationships with these particular scales. Company 
Faimess and Informational Justice, when the response format also differed in a similar manner 
with the other scales. A likely theoretical cause is because Configural Justice is addressing 
distributive justice and Informational Justice and Company Faimess are likely addressing 
procedural justice. Employees' perceptions of the Company Faimess may be addressing a 
more procedural component of justice, because the company decides the procedures. By 
Greenberg's definition (1993a) informational justice is a procedural component of justice. 
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Among the scales measuring Greenberg's classes of justice, the Configural Justice 
scale was the least related to the other three scales. At least part of the reason for this, as 
mentioned previously, is because the Configural Justice scales used a different rating format 
than the other three scales. Systemic Justice was the most closely related to the other scales. 
Again, at least part of the reason for this is likely psychometric. The Systemic scale is 
composed of more items and is more reliable. 
More interestingly, the relationships between interpersonal and informational justice 
and configural and systemic justice support the relationships of the classes of justice within 
Greenberg's taxonomy. Comparing the Interpersonal Justice scales and the Informational 
Justice scales, the Interpersonal Justice scales, across all human resource issues, were more 
closely related to the Configural Justice scales than the Informational Justice scales were. 
Also, Informational Justice, across all the human resource issues except for salaries, was more 
closely related to Systemic Justice than Interpersonal Justice was related to Systemic Justice. 
For salaries, the relationship for the two scales was about the same. These results support the 
defined relations of the classes of justice as presented in Greenberg's taxonomy. 
Across all of the human resource issues Interpersonal Justice was perceived as being 
the most fair of the various aspects of justice. Systemic or Manager Fairness, one's 
perceptions of one's manager, tended to be the lowest. This may suggest the managers are 
displaying genuine interest and respect for employees; however, the employees are not as 
pleased with other components of the manager's administration of the human resource 
policies. 
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The two items composing the Configural Justice scale ~ employees' judgments of 
overall fairness and employees' judgments of their situation compared to others — were 
compared to the other scales. Employees' perceptions of the fairness of their manager were 
more closely related to employees' perceptions of overall fairness and to employee's 
evaluations of their situation compared to others than employees' perceptions of the fairness 
of the company for each human resource issue. It makes intuitive sense that employees' 
relationships with their managers would have more of an impact on their perceptions of 
overall fairness and their situation than their perceptions of the fairness of the company, since 
employees have more direct contact with their manager. Additionally, many of employees' 
perceptions of the company are probably gained through their managers (Louis, 1990). 
In sununary, the correspondence of the developed questionnaire to Greenberg's 
taxonomy was not supported by the exploratory factor analyses. However, this study does 
lend support for Greenberg's taxonomy when comparing the Interpersonal and Informational 
scales and their relationships to the Systemic and Configural Justice scales. Configural and 
Interpersonal Justice reflect distributive components of justice and Configural Justice and 
Interpersonal Justice are more closely related than Configural and Informational Justice. 
Systemic and Informational Justice reflect procedural components of justice and Systemic and 
Informational Justice are more closely related than Systemic and Interpersonal Justice. 
Looking at the correlations between the individual items, one can see problems with 
the a priori categorization of the items. For example, the systemic question based upon 
Leventhal's (1980) components of procedural justice, "The way (human resource issue) are 
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determined is based on complete and accurate information," is closely related to 
Informational and Interpersonal Justice. Further research is needed to clarify the relations 
between the different components of procedural justice identified by past researchers. 
Comparison of human resource issues 
Employees were asked to identify the configural justice goal they believed should be 
used for making decisions regarding each human resource issue. Employees were asked to 
choose between either equity, equality, or need. Equity referred to employees believing what 
an employee receives should reflect his/her quality and quantity of work. Equality referred to 
employees believing what an employee receives should be the same as what other employees 
receive. Need referred to employees believing what an employee receives should help him/her 
meet his/her work and non-work needs. 
Most employees thought human resource decisions related to salaries, promotions, and 
performance appraisals should be based upon equity. In contrast, employees said scheduling 
decisions should be based upon either equality or need with a slightly larger share of 
employees choosing need. These conclusions have major ramifications for industrial and 
organizational psychologists. Organizations are striving for equal representation proportional 
to representation in the population from majority ("traditionally advantaged groups in the 
workplace" (Sackett & Wilk, 1994)) and minority groups. How to ensure equality, though, is 
a point of contention. At group levels, equal representation is desired and on an individual 
basis people generally desire decisions based upon merit (Gottfredson, 1986; and Hartigan & 
Wigdor, 1989). To decide if people have equal opportunity, the groups (i.e., race, gender. 
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etc.) are examined to see if equal representatives from each groups received the outcomes. 
However, this implies the groups have equal performance or need. Current research has 
shown differences between races and gender when comparing aggregated data of the groups 
(Jensen, 1980; Humphreys, 1988; and Vernon, 1992). 
Considering the differences in performances between groups, arguments are being 
made whether decisions should be based upon individual merit (equity) versus societal good 
(equality) (Gottfredson, 1988; Hartigan & Wigdor, 1989; and Sackett & Wilk, 1994). There 
are three main arguments for emphasizing societal good over equity (Sackett & Wilk, 1994). 
The first argument is giving preferences to minorities to right a social wrong. The social 
wrong is referring to the long history of social inequities suffered by minorities. The second 
arguments involves pluralism. Rawls (1971) emphasized the importance of all groups 
deserving a fair and proportional share of society's benefits. The third argument is the 
importance of work force diversity in contributing to a firm's success. Cox and Blake (1991) 
enumerated numerous ways diversity leads to organizational effectiveness. Opponents of 
minority preference state that by making preferences for certain groups to correct past 
inequalities just switches who is receiving the inequalities. The arguments on either side are 
matters of personal values. The results of this study question the importance of equality as a 
value, because for the human resource issues of salaries, promotions, and performance 
appraisals employees chose equity as their goal and not equality. 
Another important finding, related to employees' choice of goal for administration of 
human resource policies, is the difference in the choice of goal for scheduling decisions 
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compared to the choice of goal for administrating the other three human resource issues. 
Employees said they preferred scheduling decisions be based upon need or equality rather than 
equity. This result indicates employees do not want all human resource decisions based upon 
their performance or merit. However, it is not clear why employees state equity should be the 
basis for some human resource decisions and need, equality, or even some other goal should 
be the basis for other human resource decisions. Perhaps salary and promotions are required 
as part of the social exchange between employee and employer. The employees give their 
knowledge, skills, and abilities in return they receive security, status, and meaning as provided 
by their jobs. Performance appraisals are a valuable tool to ensure that salaries (pay raises) 
and promotions are granted on the basis of equity. The security, status, and meaning may be 
of intrinsic value to employees because they improve employees psychological well (Warr & 
Wall, 1975). However, scheduling is primarily a means to facilitate the exchange. Following 
Warr and Wall's views on psychological well-being, scheduling may not itself be desired, but it 
may be a structural component to a position instrumental in achieving other desired rewards 
previously mentioned such as security, status, and meaning. Because of this, employees may 
feel scheduling decisions should be based upon equality or need with each employee receiving 
either equal amounts of the reward (scheduling flexibility) or amounts based upon need, so 
that all employees have an equal chance to make their exchange of their knowledge, skills, and 
abilities for security and status. Further analyses are needed to gain a clearer understanding of 
what goals employees desire for each human resource issue, including issues not considered in 
this study, and why employees choose which goals. 
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The four human resource issues studied were compared to see how employees 
perceptions varied across the four human resource issues. The means of the scales for each 
issue were used as the basis for the comparisons. Across all scales scheduling was perceived 
as the fairest followed by performance appraisals, salaries, and promotions. The differences in 
the perceived fairness of each of the human resource issues may reflect differences in the 
administration of each of the human resource issues. Scheduling may be a human resource 
issue where the company is doing a better job of designing and administrating the related 
human resource policies than designing and administrating the human resource policies related 
to promotions or salaries. The differences in perceived fairness of each human resource issue 
could also reflect employees being more critical of the administration of some human resource 
issues compared to others. For example, employees may be more concerned with promotions 
and salaries than scheduling decisions and thus were more critical resulting in the lower 
perceptions of fairness for those human resource issues. 
Looking at the congruence between employees' perceptions of how they believe the 
human resource issues should be administrated and how they believe the company currently 
administrates the human resource issues sheds further light on a possible reason for the 
differences in perceptions of justice across the four human resource issues. For each human 
resource issue, the employees were split into two groups, those who believed the company 
currently administered the human resource issue as the employee believed they should be 
administrated (Congruent) and those who believed the company based current administration 
of the human resource issue upon a different goal than what the employee stated should be 
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used (Incongruent). The Congment group's perceptions of organizational justice was higher 
across all scales for each human resource issue. However, the differences in employees 
perceptions of fairness between the Congruent and Incongruent groups were the largest for 
promotions. 
The incongruence between the goals currently used to make promotional decisions and 
the goals employees believe should be used for making the human resource decisions is likely 
at least part of the reason for the promotional decisions lower ratings. Salary decisions had a 
larger percentage of employees believing the current goals and the goals they believed should 
be used were incongruent. However, for promotions, this incongruence appears to be more 
significant ~ there were greater differences between employees' perceptions of fairness for 
those whose goals are congruent compared to those whose goals are incongruent with the 
company. These results emphasize the importance of organizations using merit for 
promotional decisions, and then also clearly explaining this criteria for decisions to employees. 
Demographic variables 
Gender 
There were no differences between males and females in their choices of configural 
justice goals, except for perceptions of how performance appraisals are currently being 
handled. For performance appraisals, most males and females thought the goal the company 
chose for enacting performance appraisals decisions was equity. However, females were more 
likely than males to say the company chose equality and need goals. Past researchers (Kahn et 
al., 1980) identified American males as being more likely than American females to adhere to 
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the equity principle. In contrast, they identified American females as being more inclined 
towards equality or self-sacrificing patterns of reward distribution. They suggested the reason 
behind this was females place a greater value on social relationships than males. The results of 
this study do not support these past conclusions. The only difference between the males and 
females was on the choice of the goal for administrating the performance appraisal process. 
Also, the difference was for what goal the employees believed the company was currently 
using, not what goal they would choose. 
Across all scales males' perceptions of fairness were higher, and statistically 
significantly higher for all of the Manager Fairness scales, for all of Greenberg's Promotion 
and Scheduling scales, for the Salary-Informational scale and for the Performance Appraisals-
Configural Justice scale. A task force met at the participating organization approximately 
four years ago and discussed possible problems for women in the organization. One problem 
discussed was some of the females felt the males were relating to them in either two ways ~ 
either the way they related to their Avives or the way they related to their daughter(s) ~ and 
this drove much of their decision making regarding women in the workplace. Other problems 
for women in the organization included a lack of a formal succession plan including women, 
women not being in the information channels, women not being presented opportunities males 
did not feel they could handle (the "father knows best" approach noted above), rewards and 
recognition were tied to "traditional work habits and structure" (not receptive to work/life 
alternatives), poor management practices were allowed to continue, biases toward women 
were allowed to be verbalized and therefore legitimized by the company, and there were no 
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formal programs to encourage women to achieve. All of these issues brought up in the 
discussions could have been causes for the females' perceptions of less fairness, especially 
towards their managers. Many of the problems mentioned relate to promotional 
opportunities. Promotions was one of the human resource issues with significant differences 
between the males and females on almost all of the scales measuring perceptions of fairness. 
It is likely the differences between the males and females resulted from males being 
treated more fairly than females, especially because the company is an old company with not 
as many females at senior management levels. However, part of the difference could be males 
and females' perceptions. Females have been treated unfairly in the past, and thus may be 
more critical of the current situation than the males, even if the situation has improved. 
Future research is needed to clarify the causes of the differences in the perceptions of 
unfairness. 
Job level 
In past research, Lansberg (1984) found differences between upper and lower level 
employees on preferences regarding the distributions of rewards. Upper level employees 
believed the distribution of rewards should be based upon equality while lower level 
employees believed decisions should be based upon equity. In the present study, however, all 
levels of employees believed human resource decisions should be based upon the same goals. 
Thus, for salary, promotions, and performance appraisals the majority of employees at all 
levels believed the decisions should be based upon equity and for scheduling decisions most 
employees at all levels believed the decisions should be based upon either equality or need. 
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Across all scales officers had the highest perceptions of fairness. This makes sense 
because the senior management in the company are the ones who decide the distribution of the 
rewards, decide the rules and procedures for enacting decisions, have the most information 
about decisions, and often instigate the mteractions between employees and the company. 
Additionally, ofiBcers are more likely to support the policies of the organization because they 
are the successful survivors of the system — they are where they are because of the current 
system. Another reason for officers' higher perceptions of fairness is they have the 
responsibility for enacting policies; therefore, they may realize how diflBcult human resource 
administration may be and thus may be less critical of the enactment of human resource 
policies. Additionally, this organization usually promotes employees from within the 
organization. Thus, to have reached an oflBcer level, an employee is likely to have had a long 
tenure in the company. Tenure has been shown to relate to commitment to an organization 
(Mathieu & Zajec, 1990). Also, previous research has consistently indicated a positive 
association exists between job level and favorable work attitudes (Berger & Cummings, 1979; 
andKossek, 1989). 
The officers' perceptions of fairness were significantly higher than the non-title 
employees for Manager Fairness for salaries and for Manager Fairness, Configural Justice, and 
Interpersonal Justice for promotions. Officers also had statistically significantly higher 
perceptions of fairness than senior-titled and managerial employees for the scheduling scales 
of Manager Fairness and Systemic Justice. These results are likely because senior-titled 
employees and managers often have to work the most overtime. The most technical 
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components, and consequently many of the time pressures, of projects are usually in the hands 
of the managers and senior titled employees. Officers also have to work many hours of 
overtime, but they have more say in deadlines than the senior-titled employees and managers. 
Officers also automatically receive four personal days each year to take at their discretion 
Lower level exempt employees, such as titled employees and managers, do not receive these 
personal days. 
The differences in the perceptions of fairness between the officers and the other 
employees could be construed as support for employee empowerment. Employees who have 
more input and power in making decisions, the officers, perceive the decisions as more fair. 
Additionally, the results may be lead one to conclude the importance of having human 
resource decisions applied equally between the different job levels of the organization. 
Emplovment historv 
For the choice of goals for enacting scheduling decisions, the majority of both 
employees who had and had not worked for other companies thought the company should 
choose need as the goal for deciding scheduling decisions. Also, equality was the goal chosen 
by the next highest percentile of employees and equity was the goal least chosen by the 
employees. However, the distribution of employees choosing each of these goals varied based 
upon past work experience. For employees with work experience at other companies, equity 
was clearly what the second highest number of employees chose as the goal they believed the 
company followed in making scheduling decisions, and very few chose need. On the other 
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hand, the employees without prior work experience were fairly evenly split between equality 
and equity. 
When designing this study, the management at the participating organization believed 
the employees with no prior work experience would think the company was less fair, because 
the senior management believed the company was very fair and the employees with no prior 
work experience would not be as likely to realize this because they had no past experiences to 
compare to. This corresponds with social comparison theory (Festinger, 1954). However, 
across all scales the perceptions of fairness for the employees who had no prior work 
experiences were higher than for the employees who had prior work experiences. These 
difference were statistically significant for the scheduling scale Manager Fairness. 
A possible reason for this unexpected resuh is the size of the organization. The 
organization used in this study is large and thus may be subject to some of the problems 
common to large organizations, such as numerous rules and a lack of information shared. 
Employees may have held previous positions at smaller companies where there may have been 
fewer rules, more interactions, and more information provided to employees regarding 
organizational decisions. Therefore, the employees who had worked at other organizations 
perceived the situation as less fair than employees who did not have work experience at other 
organizations. Thus, these results may again be supporting the need to keep employees 
involved in and informed of decisions, but future research is needed to identify the aspects of 
the culture of this organization compared to other organizations affecting these results. 
Another factor that could contribute to the employees with prior work experiences 
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lower perceptions of fairness is these employees' expectations. These employees may have 
taken positions with the company because of the company's reputation, but after taking the 
position realized the situation or position may not have been as ideal as hoped. This would 
again emphasize the importance of information being shared, except this time in the context of 
realistic job previews. 
Organizational variables 
Office location 
Whether employees worked in field, satellite offices, or corporate center influenced 
their choice of goals for promotion and scheduling decisions and how they viewed the 
company's choice of goals for these decisions. Almost all employees in all the offices thought 
promotion decisions should be based upon equity. The majority of the employees also 
thought promotions decisions were being made based upon equity. However, the satellite 
offices had higher percentages of employees believing promotion decisions should be based 
upon need and are being made upon need than either field or corporate center employees. 
Further research is needed to identify why this discrepancy may have occurred. 
Employees at all offices thought scheduling decisions should be based upon need, 
followed by equality, and lastly equity. However, the splits between these goals were different 
for the employees at the different offices. The corporate center employees predominantly 
chose need, while fewer satellite employees chose need, and even fewer field employees chose 
need. The field employees were almost evenly split between equality and need, and a larger 
share of them also chose equity. The employees also differed on what goal they believed the 
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company's scheduling decisions were currently being based upon. The majority of the 
corporate center employees chose need. However, more field employees chose equality rather 
than need. Satellite employees predominantly chose equality, and only a few chose need. 
Again further research is needed to understand the reasons for the differences. One possible 
reason may be because of differences in the current administration of scheduling decisions 
among field, corporate, and satellite offices. For example, field and satellite employees are 
required to work more mandatory overtime and are under more stringent production 
pressures. These time pressures may have led to managers administrating scheduling 
decisions differently in these offices. 
Corporate Center employees' perceptions of fairness were higher for the scheduling 
scales Manager Fairness, Configural Justice, and Interpersonal Justice. Again, these results 
may have occurred because more of the field and satellite employees are required to work 
mandatory overtime and are under more stringent production pressures. 
Corporate Center employees' responses were also higher on all of Greenberg's scales 
and significantly higher for the Salary and Performance Appraisals - Configural Justice scales. 
A possible reason for this is corporate center supervisor's receive more training. Additionally, 
the corporate center employees are more closely monitored. It is easier to address personnel 
problems within the corporate center because of accessibility to management support 
personnel located at the corporate center. 
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Business unit 
The business units differed in what goal they believed the company chose for 
promotion and scheduling decisions. Employees in business units B and C stated they 
believed promotion decisions were based upon equity. In contrast, the majority of the 
employees in Other Business Units chose equality. The management in Business Units B and 
C generally have larger spans of control, especially B, and generally have less promotional 
opportunities. These factors may have contributed to the differences in perceptions of goals 
for promotion decisions. With fewer promotions taking place in units B and C, the basis of 
the decisions, equity, may be clearer. Since the employees in these business units do not 
receive as many promotions, by the time employees receive promotions they have clearly 
shown their superior performance. 
For scheduling decisions, the majority of the employees in Business Unit C and Other 
Business Units chose need. The goal chosen by the most employees in Business Units A, B, 
and D, though, was equality. Further research is needed to understand why these differences 
occurred. 
No significant differences were found between the employees in the different business 
units in their perceptions of fairness. These results may be showing employees are not 
perceiving the differences between business umts that exist, the differences between 
employees in the different business units are not affecting employees perceptions of justice, or 
there are not significant differences between the business units at this point. The company in 
which this study was conducted is trying to decentralize decision-making between business 
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units; however, most of their human resource decisions are still consistent throughout the 
company. This would contribute to the lack of differences between the business units. 
Conducting this survey again after more decentralization has occurred may help answer the 
question of why there are no differences between the employees at this point. 
Another possible reason for this result is decision-making has been decentralized to a 
lower level than business units. Thus, comparing the business units is perhaps an 
inappropriate level of analysis to identify differences. Departments, the next level down, may 
have been a better level of analysis. Additionally, employees are more aware of decisions 
happening at levels closer to them such as within their department rather than within their 
business unit. As discussed earlier, employees' perceptions of their manager are more closely 
related to their feelings of overall fairness and their perceptions of their situation compared to 
others. 
Work schedules 
The employees who worked regular or other schedules did not differ in choice of goals 
for making human resource decisions. Across all the organizational justice scales employees 
who did not work "regular" hours' perceptions of fairness were higher. These differences 
were significantly higher for the performance appraisal scales Configural, Informational, and 
Interpersonal Justice. It is mteresting to note these two groups were significantly different on 
their perceptions of the organizational justice of performance appraisals, but not on 
scheduling, the variable differentiating these two groups. The irregularities of their schedules 
may be influencing this. Because of the hours worked by employees on irregular schedules. 
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their interactions with their supervisors and/or the evaluation of their performance by their 
supervisors may vary from evaluations of employees on regular schedules. Further analyses is 
needed to identify the reasons for the differences. Also, future analyses is needed to identify 
differences between employees dependent upon what type of alternative schedule they work. 
Because of the small number of employees working alternative schedules, to ensure 
confidentiality and to improve response rates, employees were not asked to identify what type 
of alternative schedule they worked. These distinctions would have helped clarify the 
differences between those who work regular or other alternative types of schedules. 
Significance of results for each human resource issue 
Salaries 
As mentioned earlier, employees stated salary decisions (pay raises) should be based 
upon equity. Concurrently, numerous employees stated the company bases salary decisions 
upon equality. This discrepancy may mean the company either is not basing salaries decisions 
entirely on performance or is not communicating clearly to employees that salary decisions are 
based upon performance. 
Using just one item to measure a construct may be unreliable; however, reviewing the 
relationships between the Configural Justice items and the other items presents interesting 
information for further research. Among the salary items, the items referring to the similarity 
of salary with other jobs at other companies in the region and industry were comparatively 
highly correlated with the Configural Justice items. For the other human resource issues, 
similarity with other companies in the region and industry were two of the relatively less 
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important, related, aspects of fairness in relationship to one's judgments of overall fairness 
(Overall) and comparison of one's situation to others in the company (Situation). This has 
implications for human resource decision-making. For the other human resource issues other 
aspects of fairness are relatively more important, such as informational and interpersonal 
justice. However, for salary decisions it is especially important to also be consistent with the 
salaries for similar positions in other companies in the region and industry. 
Promotions 
The results showed almost all employees, 93.4%, believe promotions should be based 
upon equity. However, only 53.3% stated they believed they were based upon equity. 
Equality, 37.2% of the employees stated, was the basis for the company's employment 
decisions. Numerous employees in their comments mentioned favoritism and politics being 
unfair reasons for promotions. Partly due to constraints on survey length, only equity, 
equality, and need were considered as goals of human resource decisions. Future studies 
should include other goals such as favoritism to give further understanding of how promotion 
decisions are made and how promotion decisions are perceived as being made. 
The discrepancy between how employees want promotion decisions made and how 
employees perceive the decisions are being made could contribute to why compared to the 
other three human resource issues addressed in this study, employees had the lowest 
perceptions of justice for promotional decisions. Additionally, as discussed earlier, when 
comparing employees who were or were not congruent with the company in their choice of 
goal for enacting human resource decisions, for promotions those who were incongruent had 
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the largest discrepancy in perceptions of fairness. Thus, especially for promotions, 
incongruence between employee's goals for promotion decisions and the organization's goals 
for making promotion decisions led to lower perceptions of fairness. Sources for this larger 
discrepancy for promotional issues include the availability and observability of promotions. 
Promotions are a relatively scarce reward compared to salaries, performance appraisal 
decisions, and scheduling. Fewer people are positively affected by promotion decisions. At 
the same time promotions are an observable reward. Employees are aware of promotions 
given to their coworkers, plus the company publishes lists of employees receiving promotions. 
Thus, promotions are a very observable reward; however, at the same time employees are 
often not aware of the reasons for the promotions. As emphasized in Greenberg's taxonomy 
(1993a), information is an important component of organizational justice. This incongruence 
between the decision-making criteria employees stated should be used and the criteria actually 
used by the company appear to be especially pertinent to promotional decisions. It is not 
possible at this point to ascertain whether the low perceptions of fairness are because of a lack 
of information on why promotion decisions are made or an actual discrepancy in the criteria 
for making the decisions, likely it is a combination of the two. 
Scheduling 
The organization participating in this study allows employees flexibility in their 
scheduling of work hours. Most employees are allowed to have flex-time. The employees 
are able to choose their start times, between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 a.m., if business needs allow 
it. The organization also allows employees to use "make-up" time. Make-up time allows 
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employees to make-up work time rather than take vacation for time missed during the week 
because of doctors' appointments or other reasons allowed by the employees' managers, if the 
employee has not had attendance problems. 
The flexibility of the organization may account for why employees had higher 
perceptions of fairness towards scheduling decisions than the other human resource issues 
studied. Past research has shown the choice to choose working hours is related to greater 
satisfaction than having those same hours chosen by one's supervisor (Golembiewski, Yeager, 
& Hilles, 1975; Orpen, 1981). 
When comparing the differences between the employee groups (the demographic or 
organizational variables), there were more differences between the employee groups in their 
perceptions of fairness when looking at scheduling decisions than when looking at any of the 
other human resource issues. Differences were shown on employees' perceptions of fairness 
of scheduling decisions between genders, job levels, location of offices, and whether 
employees had worked at other companies or not. Also, scheduling was the only one of the 
four human resource issues where differences occurred for job level and for whether 
employees had worked at other companies or not. A possible reason for this is the 
observability of scheduling decisions. Employees may not be as knowledgeable of the 
differences between employees for the other human resource issues studied, but it is fairly 
easy to compare one's work schedules to other employees. 
Greenberg (1990) in his review of organizational justice, stated further research is 
needed to see if fairness is also important in more every day issues, compared to reward issues 
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such as salaries and promotions. These findings suggest fairness is also important, if not more 
important, in every day issues like scheduling, because of the observability of differences. 
In contrast to the other human resource issues, employees stated scheduling decisions 
should be based upon either need or equality. In the work place, most rewards given 
employees are based upon their performance. These results show employees do not want all 
decisions based upon their performance. Further research is needed to identify other rewards, 
besides flexibility in work schedules, employees want based upon criteria such as need or 
equality rather than equity. 
Performance appraisals 
Within the organization studied all employees use a similar format for the performance 
appraisal; however, there are variations in procedures. Differences include use of self-
appraisals and use of multi-source assessment ~ supervisors soliciting information from peers 
and subordinates, when applicable. Also, for administrative purposes all supervisors are 
asked to complete an appraisal annually; however, some areas also do appraisals semi­
annually or even quarterly, while other managers may submit a "performance agreement" in 
lieu of an appraisal. A performance agreement just states no change in performance has been 
observed since the last appraisal. 
On appraisals employees receive feedback on each of the tasks or accountabilities for 
their position, their strengths and weaknesses, and other factors affecting their performance. 
Additionally, different areas and even employees within the same areas may use alternative 
types of employee development procedures to supplement the performance appraisal. Some 
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employees may take no steps for further development, others may write a few goals on their 
performance appraisals, others may complete a "development plan" laying out the specific 
steps they are going to take to meet their goals and the steps their managers are going to take 
to help ensure they meet their goals, and other employees may go through an in-depth 360-
degree feedback process and development plan. Among all these v^ous types of appraisal 
procedures, the appraisals and development plans vaiy in quality and completeness. 
Greenberg (1986) reviewed past research on performance appraisal fairness. Key 
points he emphasized as important in ensuring the fairness of performance appraisals were 
input-giving procedures, procedures enhancing the accuracy of the performance data, and 
procedures minimizing bias. Comparing among the items used to measure components of 
justice for this study (see Table 7) the item with the highest relationship to one's judgments of 
overall fairness is the item asking employees to judge if their performance appraisals are based 
upon complete and accurate information (.65). The item referring to employees having input 
into performance appraisals was moderately related to employees' overall judgments of 
fairness (.49). Finally, the item asking about supervisor's biases affecting performance 
appraisal ratings was also moderately related (.56) to employees' overall judgments of fairness. 
The other items with the high relationships to employees' overall judgments of fairness include 
the Interpersonal and Informational Justice items. Therefore, the results of this study support 
conclusions of past studies regarding the importance of input-giving, minimizing bias, and 
especially having decisions based upon complete and accurate information. Of course, these 
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three aspects of fairness probably are interrelated. For example, one method of minimizing 
bias is by having the ratings based upon complete and accurate information. 
Reviewing the differences between the groups for performance appraisals, it is 
interesting to note for performance appraisals, the largest differences between males and 
females was on Performance Appraisal-Configural Justice, while on the other three classes of 
justice, Systemic, Informational, and Interpersonal, there were negligible differences between 
the males and females. Also, looking at differences between employees in different locations, 
employees in field and corporate center differed significantly on Performance Appraisals-
Configural Justice, but there were negligible differences between these groups on the other 
classes of justice. This suggests there is some independence between the procedures used and 
employees views of the outcomes. 
Future research 
For this project, the human resource issues of salaries, promotions, performance 
appraisals, and scheduling were studied. One of the goals was to see if there were differences 
depending upon the issue being addressed. There were. Employees wanted scheduling 
decisions based upon equality or need not equity as was chosen for the other issues. Thus, it 
is important other human resource issues are also compared in future studies to have a greater 
understanding regarding what criteria should be used for making human resource decisions. 
Past research has looked at how fairness or organizational justice relates to other 
psychological variables such as job satisfaction and organizational commitment (Alexander & 
Ruderman, 1987; Konovsky, Folger, & Cropanzano, 1987). This research just addressed the 
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issue of fairness. Future research is needed to further understand how fairness, as measured in 
this study, relates to other psychological variables and behaviors. 
As previously discussed, one of the possible problems in this study was the level of 
analyses. Business units may not be the optimal level. Manager Fairness scales were more 
closely related to employees' perceptions of the fairness of the distribution of rewards and 
their situation than the Company Fairness scales. Plus, there were more differences between 
the groups on Manager Fairness scales. This may be indicating the level of analyses should be 
at a lower level such as department rather than the business unit or company. 
For this study, only one organization was studied. To identify the generalizability of 
the results, similar research is need comparing between organizations. Employees' perceptions 
of fairness may differ in other organizations, especially if there are differences in the structure 
of the organization and differences in human resource policy administration. 
Future research should also be conducted to understand the impact of decentralization 
upon employees' perceptions of fairness and how perceptions of fairness change as levels of 
decentralization change. This research should be conducted both across organizations with 
varying levels of decentralization and longitudinally. 
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APPENDIX A; FAIRNESS QUESTIONNAIRE 
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1. Please answer the following questions by circling the appropriate response. To 
make the comparisons for this study it is important that you answer these 
questions; however, if you feel uncomfortable answering all the questions, please 
answer as many questions as possible. 
1. What is your gender? 
a. Mde b. Female 
2. Have you worked for another company prior to joining (name of company) (exclude 
"temp" jobs)? 
a. Yes b. No 
3. What type of schedule do you normally work? {circle only one response) 
a. Full-time, 5 days/week, "normal hours" b. Other 
4. Which one of the following best describes your job? (circle only one response.) 
a. non-company titled d. assistant manager 
b. junior company titled e. manager 
c. senior company titled f. officer 
5. Where is your office located? 
a. Field Office c. Corporate Center 
b. Satellite Office (i.e.. Mason City, Waterloo, Grand Island, or Colorado Springs) 
6. What SBU/SCBU are you located within (only business units with field or satellite 
offices are listed, choose "other" if your SBU/SCBU is not one of those)? 
a. A d. D 
b. B e. Other 
c. C 
PLEASE RETURN THIS SURVEY BY (DATE) 
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For the following questions, circle the answer best expressing your opinion. There are no right or wong 
answers. 
IL Overall fairness 
1. Overall, I think pay is distributed fairly at (name of company). 
Strongly Partly Not Partly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Disagree Sure Agree Agree Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. Overall, I think promotions are given fairly. 
Strongly Partly Not Partly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Disagree Sure Agree Agree Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. Overall, I think schedules (flexible hours) are approved of in a fair manner. 
Strongly Partly Not Partly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Disagree Sure Agree Agree Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. Overall, 1 think performance appraisals are given in a fair manner. 
Strongly Partly Not Partly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Disagree Sure Agree Agree Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
IIL Your situation: 
1. Compared to other employees in the company in similar jobs, my pay is 
Much Somewhat About the Somewhat Much 
Worse Worse Worse Same Better Better Better 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. Compared to other employees in the company, my promotion possibilities are 
Much Somewhat About the Somewhat Much 
Worse Worse Worse Same Better Better Better 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. Compared to other employees in the company, my opportunities for flexible hours is 
Much Somewhat Ateut the Somewhat Much 
Worse Worse Worse Same Better Better Better 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. Compared to other employees in the company, the fairness of my performance appraisal is 
Much Somewhat About the Somewhat Much 
Worse Worse Worse Same Better Better Better 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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IV. Standards of Fairness 
The following are three viewpoints people can use for deciding what is "fair:" 
a. What an employee receives should reflect his/her quality and quantity of work. 
b. What an employee receives should be the same as what other employees receive. 
c. What an employee receives should help him/her meet his/her work and non-work needs. 
Please write the letter of the standard (a, b, or c) that YOU believe should be the most 
important standard for making decisions regarding each of the following human 
resource issues. 
Salaries Schedules (flexible hours) 
Promotions Performance Appraisals 
Now write the letter (a, b, or c) you believe THE PRINCIPAL thinks is most important 
for each issue. 
Salaries 
Promotions 
Schedules (flexible hours) 
Performance Appraisals 
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IV. The statements on the following pages relate to aspects of fairness. For each aspect 
of fairness (statement), you will need to respond in two ways: 
a. Is this aspect of fairness followed/encouraged by the company? 
b. Is this aspect of fairness followed by YOUR supervisor (or manager, director, etc., 
depending upon your position and who administrates for you the human resource 
issue being addressed)? 
Mark your responses according to the following scale (Your two responses do not need 
to be the same.): 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 
For example: 
Disagree 
2 
Partly 
Disagree 
3 
Neutral 
4 
Partly 
Agree 
5 
Agree 
6 
Strongly 
Agree 
7 
4. Honest and candid information is given 
to employees regarding promotion decisions. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
This answer indicates you believe the company strongly encourages managers to give 
employees honest and candid information; however, you feel your supervisor usually, but not 
always, does this. 
SALARIES 
1. Employees have input into salary 
decisions. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. Salaries are similar to salaries for 
similar jobs at other companies in this 
industry. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. All the people that should be involved 
in salary decisions are. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. Salary decisions are made in a timely 
manner. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. The way salaries are determined is 
consistent across the company. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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6. Honest and candid infonnation is given 
to employees regarding salary 
decisions. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. The way salaries are determined is 
consistent within a department. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor; 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. Salary administrators do NOT give 
themselves unfair salary advantages 
because of their position. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. The way salaries are determined is 
moral and ethical. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. Supervisors shows politeness and 
respect for employees when discussing 
salary decisions. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11. Salary decisions can be changed. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. Supervisor's biases do NOT affect the 
way salaries are determined. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. The infonnation given to employees 
regarding salary decisions is clear and 
understandable. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. The way salaries are determined is 
consistent within a business unit 
(SBU/SCBU). 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. Salaries are similar to salaries for 
similar jobs at other companies in this 
region. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. Supervisors show genuine interest in 
the well-being of employees when 
making salary decisions. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. The way salaries are determined is 
based on complete and accurate 
information. 
a. Company; 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
PROMOTIONS 
1. Promotion decisions can be changed. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. The way promotions are determined is 
consistent across the company. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor; 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. All the people that should be involved 
in promotion decisions are. 
a. Company; 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor; 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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4. Honest and candid information is given 
to employees regarding promotion 
decisions. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. Promotional opportunities are similar to 
the opportunities available to 
employees in similar jobs at other 
companies in this region. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. Supervisors show a genuine interest in 
the well-being of employees when 
making promotion decisions. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. Employees have input into promotion 
decisions. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. Supervisor's biases do NOT affect the 
way promotions are determined. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. The way promotions are determined is 
consistent within your department. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. The information given to employees 
regarding promotion decisions is clear 
and understandable. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11. The way promotions are determined is 
consistent within a business unit 
(SBU/SCBU). 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. The way promotions are determined is 
based on complete and accurate 
information. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. Promotional opportunities are similar to 
the opportunities available to 
employees in similar jobs at other 
companies in this industry. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. Supervisors show politeness and 
respect towards employees when 
discussing promotions decisions. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor; 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. Supervisors are NOT allowed to give 
themselves unfair promotional 
advantages because of their position. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. The way promotions are determined is 
moral and ethical. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. Promotion decisions are made in a 
timely manner. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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SCHEDULES 
1. The flexibility employees have in 
choosing their schedules is consistent 
across the company. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. The way schedules are determined is 
moral and ethical. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. Supervisor's biases are NOT reflected 
in the flexibility they give employees in 
choosing their schedules. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. The flexibility employees have in 
choosing their schedules is similar to 
the flexibility other employees in similar 
jobs at other companies in this industry 
have. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. Employees are given honest and candid 
information regarding scheduling 
decisions. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. The flexibility employees have in 
choosing their schedules is consistent 
within a department. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. All the people that should be involved 
in scheduling decisions are. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. Scheduling decisions made by 
supervisors can be changed. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. The flexibility employees have in 
choosing their schedules is consistent 
within a business unit (SBU/SCBU). 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. Supervisors are NOT allowed to give 
themselves unfair advantages in their 
scheduling decisions because of their 
position. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11. Supervisor shows z. genuine interest in 
the well-being of employees when 
making scheduling decisions. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. Employees are given accurate and 
complete information regarding the 
flexibility they have m choosing their 
schedules. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. Employees have input into their 
schedules. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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14. Employees are given clear and 
understandable information regarding 
sclieduling decisions. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. Managers show politeness and respect 
for employees when discussing 
scheduling their hours or approving 
their schedules. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. Scheduling decisions are made in a 
timely manner. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. The flexibility employees have in 
choosing their schedules is similar to 
the flexibility other employees in similar 
jobs at other companies in this region 
have. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
PERFORMANCE APPRAISALS 
1. Performance appraisals are conducted 
in a manner similar to how other 
companies in this region conduct theirs. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. Honest and candid information is given 
to employees during performance 
appraisals. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. All the people that should be involved 
in performance appraisal decisions are. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. Supervisor shows politeness and 
respect for employees when giving 
performance appraisals. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. Supervisor's biases do NOT affect 
performance appraisals decisions. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. The way performance appraisals are 
given is consistent within a business 
unit (SBU/SCBU). 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. Performance appraisal decisions can be 
changed. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. An employees performance appraisal is 
based on accurate and complete 
information. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. Employees have input into their 
performance appraisals. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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10. The information given to employees 
regarding performance appraisals is 
clear and understandable. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11. The way performance appraisals are 
given is consistent within a department. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. Performance appraisals are conducted 
in a manner similar to how other 
companies in this industry conduct 
theirs. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. Performance appraisals are given in a 
timely manner. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. The way performance appraisals are 
given is consistent across the company. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. The way performance appraisals are 
given is moral and ethical. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. Supervisors are NOT allowed to give 
themselves undue advantages regarding 
performance appraisals because of their 
position. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. Supervisor shows a genuine interest in 
the well-being of employees when 
giving performance appraisals. 
a. Company: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b. Supervisor: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
PLEASE CHECK TO MAKE SURE YOU HAVE COMPLETED ALL THE 
QUESTIONS. 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND CONTRIBUTION 
Further comments regarding fairness or this survey: 
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Department of Psychology 
Iowa State University 
Ames, Iowa 50011 
Telephone (515) 294-8126 
Dear Employee, 
I am a graduate student in Industrial/Organizational Psychology at Iowa State University. 
Currently, I am researching the concept of fairness, especially regarding human resource 
issues. I am interested in finding out how employees' perceptions of fairness differ depending 
upon the issue being addressed (salaries, promotions, schedules, and performance appraisals). 
Also, I am interested in how employees' views differ depending on various factors such as 
gender, position, or whether one works part-time or full-time. 
The enclosed survey is part of this research and also the last step in the completion of my 
Ph.D. degree. Furthermore, the survey is designed to be anonymous. PLEASE do not put 
your name on the survey. 
(name of company) has approved of this survey and is interested in understanding the 
employees' views on fairness. They will NOT see any individual responses. Your answers to 
the questions are confidential. (Name of company) also understands they will not receive any 
reports that might identify survey participants. They will receive only summary reports of 
groups of employees' views. Also, to protect your confidentiality your surveys will be sent 
directly to me and no one at (name of company) will see jowr responses. 
You were randomly chosen fi-om all (name of company) employees to participate in this 
survey. Neither I nor (name of company) will know who does or does not complete the 
questionnaires. Your participation is completely voluntary. 
Please attempt to answer each question as honestly as possible. This is important because it 
allows you, the employees', views to be heard and for my research to be vdid. So, please take 
the time to fill-out the questionnaire and return it in the attached, self-addressed, stamped 
envelope to me. The survey will take 20-25 minutes to complete. 
Thank you VERY MUCH for your time and input! 
Sincerely, 
Joan M. Meldahl 
Ph.D. candidate 
Paul M. Muchinsky, Ph.D. 
Major Professor 
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APPENDIX C: ITEM RESULTS FOR TOTAL, DEVELOPMENT AND RESEARCH 
SAMPLES 
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SALARIES 
1. Overall, I think pay is distributed fairly at (name of company). 
Sample: 4.37(1.53) Development Sample: 4.30(1.55) Research Sample: 4.44(1.51) 
2. Compared to other employees in the company in similar jobs, my pay is 
Sample: 3.87(1.00) Development Sample: 3.87(1.05) Research Sample: 3.86 (.94) 
3. (15) Salaries are similar to salaries for similar jobs at other companies in this region. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.46(1.59) Development Sample: 4.44(1.61) Research Sample: 4.47(1.58) 
Manager: 
Sample: 4.23 (1.58) Development Sample: 4.21(1.58) Research Sample: 4.25(1.57) 
4. (2) Salaries are similar to salaries for similar jobs at other companies in this industry. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.47 (1.65) Development Sample: 4.47 (1.63) Research Sample: 4.47 (1.68) 
Manager-
Sample: 4.31 (1.60) Development Sample: 4.31 (1.58) Research Sample: 4.31(1.62) 
5. (7) The way salaries are determined is consistent within a department. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.50(1.63) Development Sample: 4.44(1.71) Research Sample; 4.56(1.55) 
Manager: 
Sample: 4.05(1.78) Development Sample: 3.97(1.86) Research Sample: 4.13(1.71) 
6. (14) The way salaries are determined is consistent within a business unit (SBU/SCBU). 
Company: 
Sample: 4.36 (1.58) Development Sample: 4.29 (1.66) Research Sample; 4.44 (1.48) 
Manager: 
Sample: 4.06(1.61) Development Sample: 3.96(1.70) Research Sample; 4.16(1.52) 
7. (5) The way salaries are determined is consistent across the company. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.21(1.77) Development Sample: 4.12(1.78) Research Sample: 4.30(1.75) 
Manager: 
Sample: 3.97 (1.71) Development Sample; 3.88 (1.71) Research Sample: 4.05 (1.71) 
8. (12) Supervisor's biases do NOT afTect the way salaries are determined. 
Company; 
Sample: 4.26(1.72) Development Sample; 4.27(1.77) Research Sample; 4.26(1.68) 
Manager; 
Sample; 3.32(1.75) Development Sample; 3.26(1.80) Research Sample; 3.39(1.70) 
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9. (1) Employees have input into salar>' decisions. 
Company: 
Sample: 2.74(1.67) Development Sample: 2.76(1.69) 
Manager: 
Sample: 2.73 (1.70) Development Sample: 2.75 (1.74) 
10. (3) All the people that should be involved in salary decisions are. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.44 (1.66) Development Sample: 4.43 (1.63) 
Manager: 
Sample: 4.19 (1.72) Development Sample: 4.24 (1.66) 
Research Sample: 2.71(1.65) 
Research Sample: 2.72 (1.66) 
Research Sample: 4.46(1.70) 
Research Sample: 4.15(1.79) 
11.(17) The way salaries are determined is based on complete and accurate information. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.27(1.64) Development Sample: 4.29(1.63) Research Sample: 4.25(1.65) 
Manager: 
Sample: 3.86(1.70) Development Sample: 3.79(1.71) Research Sample: 3.93(1.69) 
12. (8) Salary administrators do NOT give themselves unfair salary advantages because of their position. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.71(1.41) Development Sample: 4.73(1.43) 
Manager: 
Sample: 4.54(1.52) Development Sample; 4.56(1.55) 
Research Sample: 4.69 (1.38) 
Research Sample: 4.53(1.48) 
13.(11) Salary decisions can be changed. 
Company: 
Sample: 3.67(1.79) Development Sample: 3.80(1.74) 
Manager: 
Sample: 3.39 (1.74) Development Sample; 3.47 (1.72) 
14. (9) The way salaries are determined is moral and ethical. 
Company; 
Sample: 4.73(1.57) Development Sample: 4.74(1.64) 
Manager: 
Sample; 4.32(1.66) Development Sample; 4.32(1.69) 
15. (4) Salary decisions are made in a timely matmer. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.96(1.60) Development Sample; 4.94(1.63) 
Manager; 
Sample: 4.59(1.80) Development Sample; 4.60(1.82) 
Research Sample: 3.54 (1.83) 
Research Sample: 3.30 (1.75) 
Research Sample: 4.73 (1.50) 
Research Sample: 4.31(1.63) 
Research Sample; 4.98 (1.58) 
Research Sample: 4.59 (1.79) 
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16. (6) Honest and candid information is given to employees regarding salary decisions. 
Company: 
Sample; 4.40(1.75) Development Sample: 4.38(1.81) Research Sample: 4.42(1.68) 
Manager: 
Sample: 3.98(1.85) Development Sample: 3.94 (1.93) Research Sample: 4.01(1.76) 
17.(13) The information given to employees regarding salary decisions is clear and imderstandablc. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.30(1.78) Development Sample: 4.36(1.76) Research Sample: 4.24(1.81) 
Manager: 
Sample: 4.05(1.80) Development Sample: 4.09(1.79) Research Sample: 4.00(1.81) 
18. (16) Supervisors show genuine interest in the well-being of employees when making salary decisions. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.39(1.57) Development Sample: 4.35(1.61) Research Sample: 4.42(1.54) 
Manager: 
Sample: 4.01(1.80) Development Sample: 4.00(1.86) Research Sample: 4.03 (1.75) 
19.(10) Supervisors shows politeness and respect for employees when discussing salary decisions. 
Company: 
Sample: 5.29(1.39) Development Sample: 5.24(1.48) Research Sample: 5.35(1.30) 
Manager: 
Sample: 5.12(1.70) Development Sample: 5.10(1.75) Research Sample: 5.13(1.66) 
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PROMOTIONS 
1. Overall, I think promotions are given fairly. 
Sample: 3.89 (1.65) Development Sample: 3.84 (1.68) Research Sample: 3.94 (1.63) 
2. Compared to other employees in the company, my promotion possibilities are 
Sample: 3.57(1.28) Development Sample: 3.55 (1.27) Research Sample: 3.59(1.29) 
3. (5) Promotional opportunities are similar to the opportunities available to employees in similar jobs at 
other companies in this region. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.26(1.51) Development Sample: 4.34(1.53) Research Sample: 4.17(1.49) 
Manager; 
Sample: 3.93(1.52) Development Sample: 4.00(1.58) Research Sample: 3.86(1.45) 
4. (13) Promotional opportunities are similar to the opportunities available to employees in similar jobs at 
other companies in this industry. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.29(1.46) Development Sample: 4.35(1.48) Research Sample: 
Manager: 
Sample: 3.95 (1.50) Development Sample: 4.05 (1.56) Research Sample: 
5. (9) The way promotions are determined is consistent within your department. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.13(1.63) Development Sample: 4.08(1.72) Research Sample: 
Manager: 
Sample: 3.55 (1.83) Development Sample: 3.46 (1.88) Research Sample: 
6. (11) The way promotions are determined is consistent within a business unit (SBU/SCBU). 
Company: 
Sample: 3.98(1.64) Development Sample: 3.96(1.71) Research Sample: 
Manager: 
Sample: 3.62 (1.68) Development Sample: 3.55 (1.75) Research Sample: 
7. (2) The way promotions are determined is consistent across the company. 
Company: 
Sample: 3.64 (1.65) Development Sample: 3.70 (1.66) Research Sample: 
Manager: 
Sample: 3.41 (1.60) Development Sample; 3.45 (1.62) Research Sample; 
8. (8) Supervisor's biases do NOT affect the way promotions are determined. 
Company: 
Sample: 3.84(1.72) Development Sample: 3.82(1.77) Research Sample: 
Manager: 
Sample: 3.03 (1.73) Development Sample: 2.99 (1.78) Research Sample: 
4.22 (1.43) 
3.84 (1.44) 
4.18(1.55) 
3.65 (1.78) 
4.01 (1.56) 
3.68 (1.60) 
3.58 (1.65) 
3.36 (1.58) 
3.86(1.67) 
3.07(1.69) 
135 
9. (3) All the people that should be involved in promotion decisions are. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.21(1.61) Development Sample: 4.29(1.60) Research Sample: 4.13(1.62) 
Manager: 
Sample: 3.95(1.67) Development Sample: 3.98(1.66) Research Sample: 3.92(1.68) 
10. (12) The way promotions are determined is based on complete and accurate information. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.08(1.60) Development Sample: 4.01(1.63) Research Sample: 4.14(1.57) 
Manager: 
Sample: 3.66 (1.67) Development Sample: 3.59 (1.74) Research Sample: 3.72 (1.60) 
11.(15) Supervisors are NOT allowed to give themselves im&ir promotional advantages because of their 
position. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.81 (1.47) Development Sample: 4.76 (1.52) 
Manager: 
Sample: 4.64 (1.60) Development Sample: 4.61 (1.63) 
12.(1) Promotion decisions can be changed. 
Company: 
Sample: 3.80(1.76) Development Sample: 3.94(1.72) 
Manager: 
Sample: 3.59(1.75) Development Sample: 3.64(1.76) 
13. (7) Employees have input into promotion decisions. 
Company: 
Sample: 3.31(1.79) Development Sample: 3.28(1.81) 
Manager: 
Sample: 2.95(1.75) Development Sample: 2.88(1.79) 
14. (16) The way promotions are determined is moral and ethical. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.43 (1.55) Development Sample: 4.39(1.67) 
Manager: 
Sample: 4.08(1.71) Development Sample: 4.02(1.82) 
15. (17) Promotion decisions arc made in a timely manner. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.27 (1.67) Development Sample: 4.35 (1.70) 
Manager: 
Sample: 3.94 (1.75) Development Sample: 4.03 (1.80) 
Research Sample: 4.86 (1.43) 
Research Sample: 4.67 (1.56) 
Research Sample: 3.66(1.78) 
Research Sample: 3.53 (1.74) 
Research Sample: 3.33 (1.77) 
Research Sample: 3.02 (1.72) 
Research Sample: 4.47 (1.43) 
Research Sample: 4.15(1.60) 
Research Sample: 4.18(1.65) 
Research Sample: 3.84(1.70) 
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16. (4) Honest and candid information is given to employees regarding promotion decisions. 
Company: 
Sample; 4.11(1.72) Development Sample: 4.15(1.74) Research Sample: 4.07(1.69) 
Manager: 
Sample: 3.71(1.79) Development Sample: 3.66(1.85) Research Sample: 3.75 (1.73) 
17. (10) The information given to employees regarding promotion decisions is clear and understandable. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.02(1.69) Development Sample: 3.98(1.75) Research Sample: 4.05(1.63) 
Manager: 
Sample: 3.54(1.82) Development Sample: 3.52(1.92) Research Sample: 3.56(1.72) 
18. (6) Supervisors show a genuine interest in the well-being of employees when making promotion 
decisions. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.29(1.57) Development Sample: 4.26(1.68) Research Sample: 4.32(1.45) 
Manager: 
Sample: 3.88(1.83) Development Sample: 3.82(1.92) Research Sample: 3.93 (1.74) 
19. (14) Supervisors show politeness and respect towards employees when discussing promotions decisions. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.81(1.47) Development Sample: 4.75(1.51) Research Sample: 4.88(1.44) 
Manager: 
Sample: 4.61(1.75) Development Sample: 4.54(1.80) Research Sample: 4.69(1.69) 
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SCHEDULES 
1. Overall, I think schedules (flexible hours) are approved of in a fair manner. 
Sample: 5.39(1.54) Development Sample: 5.43(1.52) Research Sample: 5.36(1.55) 
2. Compared to other employees in the company, my opportunities for flexible hours is 
Sample: 4.25(1.49) Development Sample: 4.26(1.53) Research Sample: 4.24(1.45) 
3. (17) The flexibility employees have in choosing their schedules is similar to the flexibility other employees 
in similar jobs at other companies in this region have. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.65 (1.53) Development Sample: 4.71(1.53) Research Sample: 459(1.52) 
Manager: 
Sample: 4.51(1.61) Development Sample: 4.58(1.63) Research Sample: 4.44(1.60) 
4. (4) The flexibility employees have in choosing their schedules is similar to the flexibility other employees 
in similar jobs at other companies in this industry have. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.51(1.56) Development Sample: 4.60(1.59) Research Sample: 4.42(1.52) 
Manager: 
Sample: 4.32 (1.58) Development Sample: 4.46(1.61) Research Sample: 4.18(1.54) 
5. (6) The flexibility employees have in choosing their schedules is consistent within a department. 
Company: 
Sample: 5.06 (1.54) Development Sample: 5.05 (1.56) Research Sample: 5.07 (1.52) 
Manager: 
Sample: 4.94(1.75) Development Sample: 4.86(1.85) Research Sample: 5.02(1.65) 
6. (9) The flexibility employees have in choosing their schedules is consistent within a business unit 
(SBU/SCBU). 
Company: 
Sample: 4.64(1.63) Development Sample: 4.64(1.62) Research Sample: 4.64(1.65) 
Manager: 
Sample: 4.50(1.69) Development Sample: 4.56(1.71) Research Sample: 4.44(1.66) 
7. (1) The flexibility empl(^ees have in choosing their schedules is consistent across the company. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.15(1.82) Development Sample: 4.25(1.74) Research Sample: 4.06(1.89) 
M^ger: 
Sample: 4.34(1.85) Development Sample: 4.51(1.79) Research Sample: 4.17(1.90) 
8. (3) Supervisor's biases are NOT reflected in the flexibili^ they give employees in choosing their 
schedules. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.81(1.54) Development Sample: 4.87(1.54) Research Sample: 4.76(1.54) 
Manager: 
Sample: 4.51(1.80) Development Sample: 4.53(1.84) Research Sample: 4.48 (1.77) 
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9. (7) Ail the people that should be involved in scheduling decisions are. 
Company: 
Sample; 4.89(1.53) Development Sample; 4.87(1.53) Research Sample; 4.91(1.53) 
Manager; 
Sample; 4.81(1.67) Development Sample; 4.79(1.69) Research Sample; 4.84(1.66) 
10. (12) Employees are given accurate and complete information regarding the flexibility they have in 
choosing their schedules. 
Company; 
Sample; 5.07(1.48) Development Sample: 5.10(1.46) Research Sample: 5.03 (1.50) 
Manager: 
Sample; 4.92(1.73) Development Sample: 4.91(1.80) Research Sample: 4.92(1.66) 
11. (10) Supervisors are NOT allowed to give themselves unfair advantages in their scheduling decisions 
because of their position. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.81(1.58) Development Sample: 4.85(1.52) 
Manager; 
Sample; 4.40(1.84) Development Sample: 4.40(1.84) 
Research Sample: 4.76(1.63) 
Research Sample: 4.39(1.84) 
12. (8) Scheduling decisions made supervisors can be changed. 
Company; 
Sample; 5.03(1.47) Development Sample: 5.10(1.44) 
Manager; 
Sample; 4.98(1.63) Development Sample; 5.04(1.63) 
13. (13) Employees have input into their schedules. 
Company; 
Sample; 4.95(1.61) Development Sample: 4.99(1.56) 
Manager: 
Sample: 4.86(1.86) Development Sample: 4.97(1.85) 
14. (2) The way schedules are determined is moral and ethical. 
Company: 
Sample; 4.95(1.43) Development Sample: 5.00(1.47) 
Manager: 
Sample; 4.91(1.51) Development Sample; 4.91(1.61) 
15. (16) Scheduling decisions are made in a timely manner. 
Company; 
Sample; 5.12(1.42) Development Sample; 5.13(1.44) 
Manager: 
Sample: 5.07 (1.62) Development Sample: 5.08 (1.67) 
Research Sample: 4.97(1.51) 
Research Sample: 4.91(1.62) 
Research Sample: 4.91(1.66) 
Research Sample: 4.75 (1.87) 
Research Sample: 1.91(1.38) 
Research Sample: 4.90(1.42) 
Research Sample; 5.12 (1.41) 
Research Sample: 5.07 (1.56) 
16. (5) Employees are given honest and candid information regarding scheduling decisions. 
Company: 
Sample: 5.04(1.48) Development Sample: 5.03(1.54) Research Sample; 5.05(1.43) 
Manager: 
Sample; 4.87(1.67) Development Sample: 4.85(1.77) Research Sample: 4.90(1.57) 
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17. (14) Employees are given clear and understandable information regarding scheduling decisions. 
Company: 
Sample; 5.05(1.46) Development Sample: 5.07(1.51) Research Sample: 5.04(1.41) 
Manager: 
Sample: 4.96(1.64) Development Sample: 4.89(1.73) Research Sample: 5.02(1.54) 
18. (11) Supervisor shows z genuine interest in the well-being of employees when making scheduling 
decisions. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.96(1.45) Development Sample: 5.01(1.40) Research Sample: 4.90(1.50) 
Manager: 
Sample: 4.82(1.74) Development Sample: 4.87(1.78) Research Sample: 4.77(1.70) 
19. (15) Managers show politeness and respect for employees when discussing scheduling their hours or 
approving their schedules. 
Company: 
Sample: 5.24(1.34) Development Sample: 5.22(1.39) Research Sample: 5.26(1.29) 
Manager: 
Sample: 5.16(1.63) Development Sample: 5.15(1.71) Research Sample: 5.18(1.54) 
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PERFORMANCE APPRAISALS 
1. Overall, I think performance appraisals are given in a fair maimer. 
Sample: 4.63(1.67) Development Sample: 4.63(1.69) Research Sample: 4.64(1.65) 
2. Compared to other employees in the company, the fairness of my performance appraisal is 
Sample: 4.05(1.15)' Development Sample: 4.08(1.16) Research Sample: 4.02(1.14) 
3. (1) Performance appraisals are conducted in a manner similar to how other compames in this region 
conduct theirs. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.44(1.31) Development Sample: 4.48(1.34) Research Sample: 4.38(1.27) 
Manager: 
Sample: 4.19(1.40) Development Sample: 4.31(1.37) Research Sample: 4.06(1.43) 
4. (12) Performance appraisals are conducted in a manner similar to how other companies in this industiy 
conduct theirs. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.42(1.27) Development Sample: 4.44(1.26) Research Sample: 4.41(1.29) 
Manager: 
Sample: 4.24(1.33) Development Sample: 4.30(1.32) Research Sample: 4.18(1.34) 
5. (11) The way performance appraisals are given is consistent within a department. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.80(1.47) Development Sample: 4.73(1.47) Research Sample: 4.89(1.47) 
Manager: 
Sample; 4.50(1.75) Development Sample: 4.43(1.77) Research Sample: 4.57(1.73) 
6. (6) The way performance appraisals are given is consistent within a business unit (SBU/SCBU). 
Company: 
Sample; 4.62(1.48) Development Sample: 4.68(1.44) Research Sample: 4.55(1.52) 
Manager; 
Sample: 4.32(1.62) Development Sample: 4.44(1.62) Research Sample: 4.20(1.61) 
7. (14) The way performance appraisals are given is consistent across the company. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.40(1.56) Development Sample: 4.49(1.55) Research Sample: 4.31(1.57) 
Manager; 
Sample: 4.14(1.64) Development Sample: 4.20(1.62) Research Sample: 4.09(1.67) 
8. (5) Supervisor's biases do NOT affert performance appraisals decisions. 
Company; 
Sample; 4.51 (1.61) Development Sample: 4.53 (1.57) Research Sample: 4.49 (1.66) 
Manager; 
Sample; 3.77(1.88) Development Sample: 3.78(1.89) Research Sample: 3.77(1.86) 
9. (3) All the people that should be involved in performance appraisal decisions are. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.81(1.46) Development Sample: 4.87(1.44) Research Sample: 4.75(1.47) 
Manager: 
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Sample: 4.72(1.71) Development Sample: 4.82(1.66) Research Sample: 4.61 (1.75) 
10. (8) An employees performance appraisal is based on accurate and complete information. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.58(1.50) Development Sample: 4.59(1.59) Research Sample: 4.57(1.50) 
Manager: 
Sample: 4.08(1.78) Development Sample: 4.09(1.80) Research Sample: 4.08(1.75) 
11. (16) Supervisors are NOT allowed to give themselves undue advantages regarding performance appraisals 
because of their position. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.85(1.43) Development Sample: 4.76(1.50) 
Manager: 
Sample: 4.58 (1.61) Development Sample: 4.48 (1.66) 
Research Sample: 4.93 (1.36) 
Research Sample: 4.67 (1.54) 
12. (7) Performance appraisal decisions can be changed. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.01 (1.62) Development Sample: 4.11 (1.53) 
Manager: 
Sample: 3.62(1.69) Development Sample: 3.70(1.65) 
13. (9) Employees have input into their performance appraisals. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.99(1.57) Development Sample: 4.95(1.56) 
Manager: 
Sample: 4.83 (1.83) Development Sample: 4.81(1.85) 
14.(15) The way performance appraisals are given is moral and ethical. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.91 (1.44) Development Sample: 4.89 (1.50) 
Manager: 
Sample: 4.60(1.66) Development Sample: 4.55(1.72) 
15. (13) Performance appraisals are given in a timely manner. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.59(1.72) Development Sample: 4.61(1.69) 
Manager: 
Sample: 4.10 (1.97) Development Sample: 4.17(1.94) 
Research Sample; 3.91 (1.71) 
Research Sample: 3.54(1.72) 
Research Sample: 5.03 (1.57) 
Research Sample: 4.85 (1.80) 
Research Sample: 4.92 (1.38) 
Research Sample: 4.65 (1.60) 
Research Sample: 4.57 (1.77) 
Research Sample: 4.03 (2.01) 
16. (2) Honest and candid information is given to employees during performance appraisals. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.87 (1.42) Development Sample: 4.89 (1.40) Research Sample: 4.85 (1.44) 
Manager: 
Sample: 4.62(1.70) Development Sample: 4.58(1.73) Research Sample: 4.67(1.66) 
17.(10) The information given to employees regarding performance appraisals is clear and understandable. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.86(1.50) Development Sample: 4.90(1.51) Research Sample; 4.81(1.50) 
Manager: 
Sample; 4.66(1.73) Development Sample: 4.65(1.77) Research Sample; 4.68(1.70) 
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18.(17) Supervisor shows a genuine interest in the well-being of employees when giving performance 
appraisals. 
Company: 
Sample: 4.89(1.45) Development Sample: 4.89(1.47) Research Sample: 4.88(1.43) 
Manager: 
Sample: 4.76(1.84) Development Sample: 4.74(1.92) Research Sample: 4.77(1.77) 
19. (4) Supervisor shows politeness and respect for employees when giving performance appraisals. 
Company: 
Sample: 5.16(1.33) Development Sample: 5.11(1.34) Research Sample: 5.21(1.32) 
Manager: 
Sample: 5.09 (1.66) Development Sample: 5.10 (1.65) Research Sample: 5.08(1.67) 
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Salan' - Company Salaiy - Manager 
(Percent of Variance Explained = 48.5) (Percent of Variance Explained = 51.4) 
Item Loading Communalit^ Item Loading CoimnmiaIit\-
3. .7313 .5439 3. .6491 .6233 
4. .6775 .5498 4. .6781 .5376 
5. .7587 .5935 5. .8058 .6530 
6. .7604 .6162 6. .7594 .5957 
7. .6845 .4710 7. .7318 .5493 
8. .7354 .5410 8. .7304 .5740 
9. .4344 .6610 9. .5231 .5667 
10. .6525 .5025 10. .6718 .5365 
11. .8187 .6703 11. .8287 .7010 
12. .6305 .5430 12. .6204 .5353 
13. .4600 .4889 13. .4902 .3536 
14. .7778 .6303 14. .8162 .6764 
15. .6189 .3832 15. .6621 .4446 
16. .7607 .5921 16. .7929 .6348 
17. .7218 .5210 17. .7549 .5698 
18. .7920 .6370 18. .8109 .6980 
19. .6928 .5608 19. .7499 .5632 
Promotions - Company 
(Percent of Variance Explained = 61.9) 
Item Loading Communalitv 
3. .7552 .5704 
4. .7715 .5953 
5. .8266 .6833 
6. .8020 .6433 
7. .7296 .5323 
8. .7906 .6250 
9. .7235 .5235 
10. .7931 .6289 
11. .8769 .7690 
12. .6684 .4467 
13. .5552 .3083 
14. .8381 .7024 
15. .7879 .6208 
16. .8504 .7232 
17. .8633 .7454 
18. .8725 .7612 
19. .8021 .6434 
Promotions - Manager 
(Percent of Variance Explained = 59.7) 
Item Loading Commmialitv 
3. .7024 .4933 
4. .7337 .5383 
5. .8294 .6879 
6. .7877 .6205 
7. .7803 .6089 
8. .7886 .6219 
9. .7422 .5508 
10. .7661 .5868 
11. .8742 .7641 
12. .6350 .4033 
13. .4995 .2495 
14. .8269 .6838 
15. .7639 .5836 
16. .8363 .6995 
17. .8491 .7210 
18. .8587 .7374 
19. .7729 .5974 
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Schedules - Company 
(Peicent of Variance Explained = 61.4) 
Item Loading Communalitv 
3. .6267 .8433 
4. .6175 .8378 
5. .8006 .6441 
6. .7671 .5915 
7. .6640 .4458 
8. .8032 .6494 
9. .8289 .6879 
10. .7820 .6193 
11. .8614 .7701 
12. .7051 .5121 
13. .7381 .5491 
14. .8182 .6753 
15. .8199 .6979 
16. .8581 .7420 
17. .8817 .7890 
18. .8428 .7225 
19. .8374 .7271 
Schedules - Manager 
(Percent of Variance Ex-plained = 60.4) 
Item Loading Communalit\' 
3. .6426 .8039 
4. .5996 .8290 
5. .7979 .6383 
6. .7360 .5454 
7. .6965 .5031 
8. .7834 .6273 
9. .8299 .6891 
10. .7922 .6338 
11. .8731 .7896 
12. .6317 .4390 
13. .7364 .5430 
14. .7801 .6215 
15. .8282 .7100 
16. .8610 .7476 
17. .8912 .8031 
18. .8244 .7092 
19. .8314 .7140 
Performance Appraisals - Company Performance Appraisals - Manager 
(Percent of Variance Explained = 61.6) (Percent of Variance Explained = 59.8) 
Item Loading Communalitv Item Loading CommunalitN' 
3. .6446 .7919 3. .6841 .7088 
4. .6600 .7982 4. .6671 .7101 
5. .8472 .7226 5. .8190 .6891 
6. .8057 .6543 6. .7523 .6265 
7. .7488 .5927 7. .7530 .6675 
8. .8188 .6933 8. .7944 .6958 
9. .7712 .6509 9. .7170 .5785 
10. .7928 .6528 10. .8045 .6495 
11. .8583 .7483 11. .8640 .7875 
12. .7545 .5827 12. .7493 .5805 
13. .6058 .3730 13. .5877 .4180 
14. .8594 .7492 14. .8543 .7367 
15. .7543 .5887 15. .6969 .5432 
16. .8319 .6922 16. .8185 .6824 
17. .8251 .7009 17. .8333 .7030 
18. .8637 .7693 18. .8487 .7589 
19. .8381 .7324 19. .8375 .7207 
